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The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. PETRI).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
February 15, 2005.

I hereby appoint the Honorable THOMAS E.
PETRI to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2005, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to
exceed 30 minutes, and each Member,
except the majority leader, the minor-
ity leader, or the minority whip, lim-
ited to not to exceed 5 minutes, but in
no event shall debate extend beyond
1:30 p.m.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY).

———

CLASS ACTION REFORM

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, this week
the House will take the first step of the
new Congress towards fulfilling our
mandate to reform America’s legal sys-
tem, which for decades has been too
often and too easily gamed by preda-
tory self-serving personal injury law-
yers.

Last week, the Senate passed the
Class Action Fairness Act, legislation
essentially identical to a bill passed by
the House in recent years. This week,

we will take it up and pass it again,
and send it, along with the final prod-
uct, to the President for his signature.

This first step, Mr. Speaker, is a
giant leap. For the first time in years,
the power of trial lawyers to abuse our
generous and open legal system will be
checked by ensuring that class action
lawsuits are both valid and designed to
protect victims, not line lawyers’ pock-
ets.

It first requires that large interstate
class actions be filed in Federal court
to streamline the process and make
sure that lawyers cannot shop around
for the most historically generous
State venues.

It puts an end to other tricks certain
lawyers use to keep their cases out of
Federal court. And it establishes a con-
sumer class action bill of rights that
ensures it is the plaintiffs and not just
the lawyers who benefit from legiti-
mate class action suits.

This last provision will prevent a re-
peat of the Shields et al v. Bridgestone/
Firestone case in which the plaintiffs
got nothing, but their lawyers got $19
million, or of the Microsoft antitrust
litigation in which consumers received
5 to $10 in voucher coupons, while at-
torneys billed hundreds of millions of
dollars in fees.

This is a pattern of abuse, Mr. Speak-
er, greed rewarded on a breathtaking
scale by a legal system in desperate
need of protection. Class action fair-
ness is not just reform; it is self-de-
fense. After all, our courts are not
home to a legal system but a system of
justice, justice too long denied Amer-
ican plaintiffs and defendants.

Consumers and businesses alike have
been victimized by lawsuit abuse, court
dockets are backed up, companies are
paying lawyers instead of employees,
and our economy is suffering for it all.

With the Class Action Fairness Act,
Congress will begin the work of restor-
ing common sense and common de-
cency to our legal justice system, ac-

cording to the needs of American fami-
lies and the principles of reform they
endorsed in last November’s historic
election. The 109th Congress has a
mandate for reform, Mr. Speaker, and
this week we will send the President
the first product of that mandate.

———

MONEY FOR VETERANS HEALTH
CARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2005, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. BAIRD) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
President Bush submitted his $82 bil-
lion budget for the Iraq supplemental
proposal, yet he did not request in that
proposal a single dollar to pay for vet-
erans services.

Tens of thousands of our troops will
be returning home this year, and yet
the VA system is already greatly un-
funded, with long waiting lists for serv-
ices for soldiers and their families.
President Bush’s supplemental pro-
posal and his budget have failed our
Nation’s veterans.

Now, it is the responsibility of this
body, of this Congress, to make sure
that our returning soldiers and their
families get the health care services
they deserve.

Today, I have been joined by over 50
colleagues in sending a letter to the
President and to members of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations requesting
that the $82 billion supplemental bill
include an additional $1.3 billion to
provide for our returning soldiers and
their families.

This proposal has been endorsed by
the Military Officers Association of
America, the National Military Fami-
lies Association, and the Paralyzed
Veterans of America.

I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to do the right thing. If we
can find $80 billion to send to Iraq,
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then for goodness sake we can find $1.3
billion to take care of our soldiers and
their families.

If we do not do this, what kind of
message are we sending to the brave
men and women who have served this
country? I hope Members on both sides
of the aisle will join me in this effort
and that the President himself will see
fit to support it as well.

———————

THE PROTECTION OF LAWFUL
COMMERCE IN ARMS ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2005, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. STEARNS) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to tell my colleagues about a
piece of legislation that I have put in;
it is called the Protection of Lawful
Commerce in Arms Act. My cosponsor
is Congressman RICK BOUCHER.

Last year we introduced a very simi-
lar piece of legislation, and it passed,
my colleagues, with overwhelming bi-
partisan support. Our bill has the sup-
port of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce,
the National Association of Manufac-
turers, and the National Association of
Wholesalers, among other prominent
groups.

What this legislation does is stops
baseless lawsuits against gun manufac-
turers or dealers, based upon the crimi-
nal or unlawful third-party misuse of
firearms.

Now, some may ask the question,
why do we need such legislation? The
reason that we need it is because the
firearms industry is under attack. Over
the last few years, trial lawyers have
filed suits against federally licensed
firearm manufacturers across this
country in the hopes of bankrupting
this industry.

They have been filing frivolous law-
suits that are based on the dubious
premise, Mr. Speaker, that gun manu-
facturers should be held liable for the
actions of others who use their prod-
ucts in a criminal or unlawful manner.

In other words, if someone gets a gun
and then commits a crime with it,
these litigious gun-control advocates
believe that gunmakers should be held
liable for the damages or injuries that
are caused.

Now, that is like holding a car com-
pany responsible if a driver gets drunk,
gets reckless, and hits someone with a
vehicle. A law abiding manufacturer
has a constitutional right to engage in
interstate commerce without the fear
of these frivolous lawsuits. I do not
care if it is a business that makes guns,
cigarettes, cars, fast food or whatever
it is, although firearms are the only
product that I have listed here which
specifically has constitutional protec-
tion under the second amendment.

Over 30 cities and counties, in addi-
tion to various individuals, have sued
the gun industry since 1998. I am
pleased to note that many of these
cases have been completely, com-
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pletely dismissed in various city,
State, and Federal courts. In fact, just
a few days ago San Francisco, based in
California, the appellate court there
unanimously upheld a superior court
decision dismissing lawsuits filed by
Los Angeles, San Francisco, and 12
other California municipalities against
members of the firearms industry. I
welcome this decision.

However, there are still several law-
suits pending which threaten to dev-
astate the industry. In New York City,
recently enacted legislation allows vic-
tims of crime to sue the dealers and
gunmakers. We also must consider that
just the mere threat of these suits,
taking the first couple of legal steps to
defend these suits can be enough on
their own to force some of the smaller
companies out of business.

As one prominent person said of this
tactic, we are going to make the gun
industry die a death by a thousand
cuts. So our legislation will end these
coercive and undemocratic lawsuits.

Now, I understand there are some of
my colleagues that may be hesitant to
support my bill since the media and
gun control advocates have spent years
and millions of dollars vilifying the
firearms industry. No one wants to be
seen granting the industry special
treatment or helping them to get away
with something, or so it is perceived.

I have two responses to this. First,
the firearms industry has been around
and has been respected for generations.
They provide a valuable service and a
highly desirable product to millions of
sportsmen and supporters of those sec-
ond amendment rights. They provide
our law enforcement agencies and our
officers with the tools necessary to
fight crime in our neighborhoods, and
they enable our Armed Forces to pro-
tect our freedoms around the world.

The industry employs thousands of
hard-working Americans and these
Americans support their families like
everybody else. These employees and
their businesses pay taxes. It is an in-
disputable fact that the firearms indus-
try has contributed immensely to our
society over the years in a very posi-
tive way. But this does not mean that
if one of these manufacturers purposely
or recklessly sold a bad product they
should be given a free pass. No, we are
not saying that.

Our legislation is very narrowly tai-
lored to allow suits against any bad
actor to proceed. It includes carefully
crafted exceptions to allow legitimate
victims their day in court for cases in-
volving defective firearms, breaches of
contract, criminal behavior by a
gunmaker or seller, or the negligent
entrustment of a firearm to an irre-
sponsible person.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I am hon-
ored once again to introduce this com-
monsense bill, and I urge all of my col-
leagues to join with me in co-spon-
soring this piece of legislation.
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BUDGET PRIORITIES AND MORAL
VALUES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2005, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BROWN) is recognized during morn-
ing hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
last week President Bush delivered to
Congress his proposed Federal budget.
In the coming months, Democrats and
Republicans in Congress will debate
budget proposals largely based on di-
vergent cardinal moral values.

We will debate budget cuts that rep-
resent more than just program scale-
backs. The President’s proposed cuts to
vital government programs are reflec-
tive of differences in core philosophies
on the role of our government in serv-
ing our people.

Budgets are moral documents that
reveal the fundamental priorities of a
person, of a household, of a business, of
a government. The President’s ‘‘every
man for himself budget’” disregards
millions of Americans and undercuts
our Nation’s values. There is no better
example of where Democrat and Repub-
lican values diverge than in Medicaid.

The President claims he only wants
to cut programs that are not getting
results or that duplicate current ef-
forts or that do not fulfill essential pri-
orities.

Democrats could not agree more on
the need for efficient government. That
is how we balanced the budget in the
1990s. So we asked then, which of those
three, Mr. President, is Medicaid?

There is no question it is getting re-
sults. It operates at a lower cost than
private health insurance. The fact is,
private health insurance has grown his-
torically at 12.6 percent a year. Medi-
care has grown at 7.1 percent a year.
Medicaid has grown at 4.5 percent a
year.

The public sector does it more effi-
ciently and delivers to more people
fairly than does private insurance. And
there is no duplication here. It is the
only program of its kind. It fulfills an
essential priority. Medicaid is the sole
source of nursing home care for 5 mil-
lion seniors living in poverty.

The President knows Medicaid is al-
ready running on fumes, but he made a
choice. He chose to give more tax cuts
to the most privileged 1 percent of peo-
ple in this country instead of providing
for subsistence care for senior citizens
in need, different priorities reflecting a
different set of moral values.

Medicaid provides health coverage to
52 million Americans, roughly in my
State of Ohio 1.7 million people. It is
the only source of coverage for one out
of four children in our Nation, and it
provides 70 percent of the nursing home
funding in most States.

The Bush proposal cuts $60 billion
out of the Medicaid program over the
next 10 years, again so that the Presi-
dent could deliver to his biggest con-
tributors the tax cut for the wealthiest
1 or 2 or 5 percent. These cuts, in ef-
fect, will mean Kkicking some seniors
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out of nursing homes. The President’s
plan would shift tens of billions of
costs to States like Ohio already facing
severe financial shortfalls.

The President cannot eliminate basic
needs by ignoring them. He cannot
eliminate the need for nursing home
care by ignoring it or by shifting the
responsibility to the States. In the
short run, his budget cuts will create
victims. In the long run, it will force
the States to spend more. And how will
the States cover these costs?

The States will levy taxes on stu-
dents through tuition, homeowners
through higher property taxes, workers
through higher income taxes, con-
sumers through higher sales tax. That
is what is happening in State after
State, whether it is controlled by Re-
publicans or Democrats, as we cut
those programs. Nationally, the States
pick them up so the wealthy get their
tax breaks, the wealthiest 1 or 2 or 5
percent, and middle-income people get
hit hardest by, again, students through
higher tuition, consumers through
sales tax, and property homeowners by
the property tax, and workers through
higher income taxes.

Medicaid is a partnership between
Federal and State governments. Cut-
ting the Federal share hurts our fami-
lies, hurts our communities, hurts our
schools, hurts our country.

We can give up many things in the
name of shared sacrifice, but common
sense should not be one of them.

The President’s ‘‘every man for him-
self budget’ neglects our Nation’s val-
ues, neglects our communities, and be-
trays our Nation’s values.

——
COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2005, the gentleman from New
Hampshire (Mr. BRADLEY) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire.
Mr. Speaker, today I rise with pleasure
in support of the administration’s
budget proposal for our Nation’s com-
munity health centers. I would also
note that community health centers
have received bipartisan support over
the years.

These health care organizations pro-
vide an essential function in all of our
districts, and I believe that they are
one of the most effective entities in de-
livering quality care to low-income
populations at cost-effective prices.

0 1245

In my State of New Hampshire alone,
over 81,000 citizens received treatment
at a community health center in 2004.
A substantial portion of these patients,
over one-third, were uninsured. The ad-
ministration has been cognizant of the
impact of community health centers,
pledging to add 1,200 new centers be-
tween 2001 and 2006. The budget re-
leased last week completes this com-
mitment and has resulted in increased

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

access to health services for Americans
throughout our country.

Community health centers provide
vital outreach services to individuals
who may otherwise not have access to
the care they need. These services in-
clude educational campaigns to raise
awareness of preventative options in
health care such as health screenings
and nutritional campaigns. By edu-
cating individuals about primary care
options, community health centers are
able to both improve the quality of life
and restrain health care costs.

Dental and behavioral health care
services are also critical to the popu-
lations served by community health
centers. The medical staff of these or-
ganizations are often the front line for
establishing quality dental health hab-
its and responding to mental health
needs as they develop. An established
hallmark of community health centers
is their ability to intervene in health
problems before they become crises.

One of the goals of community health
centers is to establish partnerships
with local community leaders and coa-
litions. These individuals and groups
are acutely aware of the pulse and the
needs of the community and can effec-
tively advocate for appropriate out-
reach and medical services. The ability
of a health organization to understand
its community is essential in bringing
tailored, efficient, and effective care to
the people it serves. It is clear that
community health centers are adept at
gaining this insight, in turn benefiting
all Americans.

As my colleagues can see, commu-
nity health centers play a vital role in
the delivery of care in our commu-
nities. Too often, low-income or unin-
sured patients delay receiving treat-
ment due to the costs, and then they
are ultimately forced to receive care at
the health industry’s most costly ac-
cess point, which is the emergency
room. Community health centers pro-
vide quality primary care to patients,
often resulting in the prevention of un-
necessary ailments. This results in a
cost savings to all health care facilities
and subsequently yields lower health
insurance premiums for Americans.
Community health centers have dem-
onstrated that they have a positive ef-
fect on both the health and economic
well-being of their communities, and
indeed our Nation, as a whole.

In particular, I would like to con-
gratulate Lampsey Health Center of
Newmarket, New Hampshire, and Ann
Peters and her fantastic staff for their
service to the people’s health care
needs in that region of my State. Their
efforts and those of their colleagues are
particularly noteworthy and worthy of
commendation.

————

EXPRESSING CONDOLENCES ON
THE ASSASSINATION OF EX-
PRIME MINISTER RAFIK HARIRI

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PETRI). Pursuant to the order of the
House of January 4, 2005, the gen-
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tleman from Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD) is
recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes.

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to offer heartfelt sympathy to
the people of Lebanon and to the many,
many leaders of that country who have
suffered a great loss yesterday with the
assassination of the former Prime Min-
ister, Rafik Hariri.

Over the last 10 years, I have had the
opportunity to visit the small country
of Lebanon. I have taken an interest in
the country because of my Lebanese
heritage and the fact that Lebanon
needs a few advocates in the House of
Representatives, and I have tried to be
a strong advocate for this small coun-
try.

During the 10 years that I have vis-
ited Lebanon, I had the opportunity to
become well acquainted with Prime
Minister Hariri. Over the 10 years that
I have had a chance to visit Lebanon, I
have seen the country rebuilt almost
literally by the Prime Minister and his
efforts and his resources in not only
bringing people together but using
many of his own resources, certainly,
to rebuild the city of Beirut.

Prior to the war, the city of Beirut
was known as the Paris of the Middle
East. Today, and what happened yes-
terday, will not only really hurt that
opportunity for Beirut to continue to
have that kind of a beauty because of
what happened yesterday, it will also
hurt our opportunities to bring about
peace in that region of the world.

Prime Minister Hariri did so much
for the country and, in particular, for
the city of Beirut. Ten years ago, there
were many, many burnt-out buildings.
Today, there are many beautiful hotels
and condominiums, and the center of
the city has a project known as
Solidare that the Prime Minister took
a great deal of interest in in really re-
building the business center and cre-
ating a business center in downtown
Beirut.

He was also responsible for helping
over 2,000 students a year by giving
them scholarships so that they could
attend universities and colleges all
over the Middle East and also here in
this country. His foundation in this
country has been very, very generous.
His presence in the country will be
sorely missed. He was one who did try
and bring about peace, did try and
bring people together, did rebuild the
country and rebuild the city of Beirut
and, in that essence, tried to forge a
peace among Nations in that region of
the world.

I know for his family this is a ter-
rible loss, and I know for the people of
Lebanon it is a terrible loss, and I
know for the people of the region, it is
a terrible loss.

We will probably never know who
those terrorists were who decided to
snuff out his life. I hope that at some
time we will be able to find them, but
for now we say to the Prime Minister’s
family, to the people of Lebanon, you
have suffered a great loss, we have suf-
fered a great loss, those of us that have
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known the Prime Minister have suf-
fered a great loss. The Prime Minister
and his family are in our thoughts and
prayers today and will be in the future.

———

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until 2
p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 53
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 2 p.m. today.

—
7 1400

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order at 2 p.m.

———

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:

Sovereign Lord, You settled our
foundation in faith and raised up this
Nation throughout its history. Today
we recall our early days in America’s
history.

The day after Congress approved the
Bill of Rights, it called upon President
Washington to ‘‘recommend to the peo-
ple of the United States a day of public
thanksgiving and prayer to be observed
by acknowledging with grateful hearts
the many signal favors of Almighty
God.”

President George Washington re-
sponded with these words: ‘“‘Lord, it is
the duty of all nations to acknowledge
the providence of Almighty God, to
obey His will, to be grateful for His
benefits, and humbly implore His pro-
tection and favor.”

Lord, may Congress and this Nation
be guided by Washington’s exhortation
both in these days and forever.

Amen.

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

——————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. WILSON)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina led
the Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

CUBAN GOVERNMENT SHOULD
FREE DR. BISCET

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, the Cuban
Government thinks that our top dip-
lomat to their nation, James Cason, is
a fourth-rate bureaucrat whose mission
is to deceive and subvert.

Well, I think he will be the first to
admit that if promoting the human
rights of all Cubans is subversive, then
that is exactly what his mission is.
And let me be among the first to say,
Mr. Cason is no fourth-rate bureaucrat.
No fourth-rate bureaucrat would so
openly share the story of Dr. Oscar
Elias Biscet.

Dr. Biscet is a physician who has
courageously stood for human rights
and today sits in a tiny prison cell im-
prisoned for peaceful protest in April of
2003.

Despite Cuban propaganda, Dr. Biscet
is sick and has been denied food and
medical attention by his captors. The
Cuban Government should allow Dr.
Biscet medical care, and it should un-
conditionally and immediately release
him.

Dr. Biscet, we stand with you. And if
we had more fourth-rate bureaucrats
like James Cason, our world would be a
much better place.

————
DEATH OF MILTON DAVIS

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
was saddened earlier to learn of the
passing of Mr. Milton Davis, the former
chairman and president of Shorebank.

Shorebank is one of the most innova-
tive, creative community financing op-
erations in the Nation.

Milton Davis was a pioneer in com-
munity banking. I simply want to ex-
tend condolences to his family, and I
trust that his legacy will continue to
live as neighborhoods and communities
reap the benefits of the lending policies
and practices that he developed.

——
CARTER WALLACE TRIBUTE

(Mr. GINGREY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise to pay tribute to Carter Wallace, a
Brookstone High School student from
Columbus, Georgia, who has been
named one of the top two youth volun-
teers in the State.

On Tuesday, Carter accepted the Pru-
dential Spirit of Community Award for
his inspiring work on behalf of low-in-
come families in western Georgia.

Carter is the founder of Habi-TOT for
Humanity, a nonprofit foundation that
purchases and assembles playgrounds
for children who move into Habitat for
Humanity homes. Carter motivated
friends from his Boy Scout troop and
Brookstone High School to lend a hand
in building the playhouses.
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He said he was moved to start this
project because many of these children
had never had a back yard to play in,
and he wanted to make their first one
special. Carter’s creativity and dedica-
tion to low-income children is inspir-
ing.

He organized fundraising bake sales
and wrote to nearly a hundred commu-
nity members soliciting support. His
efforts paid off. In the first year and a
half, Habi-TOT for Humanity bought,
assembled, and delivered 36 playhouses
to needy families.

Carter is a role model for us all. He
set a fine example of community serv-
ice for young people across this Nation.
Mr. Speaker, I ask that you join me in
commending Carter Wallace for this
award.

———

OPPOSING BUDGET CUTS TO
EDUCATION

(Ms. SOLIS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, today I rise
in opposition to the President’s budget
proposal to turn his back on low-in-
come and ethnic minority students,
particularly Latino and African Ameri-
cans, and in particular first-generation
students who have never had a chance
to go to college.

And I say that because in the Presi-
dent’s budget proposal he wants to
eliminate completely the GEAR UP
Program, the Upward Bound Program,
and the Talent Search Program. As a
result, 1.3 million students, 70 percent
who are minorities, will lose a chance
to go to college.

California was awarded about 15 per-
cent of the funding for the GEAR UP
program. In fact, in my school district
in East L.A., El Sereno Middle School
and Belvedere Middle School are the
recipients of the GEAR UP program,
middle school meaning 7th and 8th
grade students who are learning about
the opportunities to go to college.

How dare the President turn his back
on our youth, on those who want to
succeed and go on to college. We need
to ensure that this President has to
keep the compassion that he says that
he has for all people of color.

And I would ask my colleagues and
urge them to reject these proposals
that will put back our community by
many, many decades. Let us restore
funding in higher education for all of
our students.

——————

PROTECTING THE FIRST AMEND-
MENT, FREEDOM OF THE PRESS

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, in 1786,
Thomas Jefferson said: ‘“‘Our liberty
cannot be guarded but by the freedom
of the press, nor that be limited with-
out danger of losing it.”
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Today a Federal appeals court in the
District of Columbia upheld a ruling
against two reporters who could go to
jail for refusing to divulge their con-
fidential sources. Their attorney,
Floyd Abrams, said, ‘“‘Today’s decision
strikes a heavy blow against the
public’s right to be informed about its
government.”” And he is right.

Last week the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. BOUCHER) and I introduced
bipartisan legislation known as the
Free Flow of Information Act, simi-
larly introduced by Senator RICHARD
LUGAR in the Senate. It would provide
a Federal media statute to protect the
confidential source tradition that is at
the very center of the freedom of the
press, and I urge its support and pas-
sage.

In the wake of today’s troubling
court decision, now is the time for Con-
gress to reassert the first amendment,
freedom of the press, vigorously by en-
acting a Federal media shield. Nothing
less than the public’s right to know is
at stake.

—————

TRIBUTE TO PRIVATE FIRST
CLASS JESUS FONSECA

(Mr. PRICE of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise today with honor and with rev-
erence to pay tribute to a patriot and a
hero, Private First Class Jesus Fon-
seca, 19 years old, of Marietta, Georgia,
who died on January 17 in Iraq. He was
killed when a car bomb detonated near
his position.

He was assigned to the Second Infan-
try Division based at Camp Casey in
South Korea. And prior to enlisting, he
was a graduate of Sprayberry High
School in my district. He was a mind-
ful young man who earned the respect
of his peers and his elders.

It should also be told that this young
man was not born in the United States,
yet was courageous enough to give his
life for our great Nation. Too often, in-
spirational stories of sacrifice, like Je-
sus’s, are not properly recognized.

He is survived by his wife, his par-
ents, and five siblings. Our hearts and
prayers go out to them and everyone in
our community affected by this tragic
loss.

It is a reminder that we are all in-
debted to the men and women who
serve in the Armed Forces, for it is
their exemplary spirit of service, evi-
denced by Private First Class Jesus
Fonseca, which makes this country so
noble and so great.

——

CELEBRATING A CENTURY OF RO-
TARY INTERNATIONAL’S LEAD-
ERSHIP AND SERVICE

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina as
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.

Speaker, I am honored to recognize the
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100th anniversary of Rotary Inter-
national, the world’s first service orga-
nization.

In 1905, Paul Harris had a vision of an
organization that would provide serv-
ice opportunities in Chicago. Today his
vision has become a reality, and Ro-
tary International promotes vol-
unteerism throughout America and 166
countries worldwide. With over 1.2 mil-
lion members, Rotary International is
an organization of community leaders
that networks to provide humanitarian
service, encourages high ethical stand-
ards, and helps build goodwill and
peace.

Throughout the world, Rotarians are
helping to provide scholarships and
international group study exchanges.
Its Polio Plus Program to eradicate
polio is being achieved by vaccinating
more than 2 billion children worldwide.

As a past president of the Cayce-West
Columbia Club, I have seen first hand
the tremendous goodwill spread
throughout the world. I am grateful
that my chief of staff, Eric Dell, is a
charter member of the new Capitol Hill
Rotary Club where he is current presi-
dent. Congratulations on fulfilling the
Four-Way Test and the motto of ‘‘Serv-
ice Above Self.”

In conclusion, God bless our troops
and we will never forget September 11.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TERRY). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair will postpone further
proceedings today on motions to sus-
pend the rules on which a recorded vote
or the yeas and nays are ordered, or on
which the vote is objected to under
clause 6 of rule XX.

Record votes on postponed questions
will be taken after 6:30 p.m. today.

———

RECOGNIZING CONTRIBUTIONS OF
“GREENSBORO FOUR” TO THE
CIVIL RIGHTS MOVEMENT

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 25) rec-
ognizing the contributions of Jibreel
Khazan (Ezell Blair, Jr.), David Rich-
mond, Joseph McNeil, and Franklin
McCain, the ‘‘Greensboro Four’’, to the
civil rights movement.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 25

Whereas on February 1, 1960, Jibreel
Khazan (Ezell Blair, Jr.), David Richmond,
Joseph McNeil, and Franklin McCain, four
African-American freshman students at
North Carolina Agricultural & Technical
State University, walked into the F.W. Wool-
worth store in downtown Greensboro, North
Carolina, and sat at the ‘“whites only’’ lunch
counter, thereafter becoming known as the
‘“‘Greensboro Four”’;

Whereas the ‘“‘Greensboro Four’” were re-
fused service but continued to sit at the
lunch counter in nonviolent protest;

Whereas the sit-in by the ‘‘Greensboro
Four” was an act of courage and conscience,
and inspired sit-ins across North Carolina
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and the southern United States to protest ra-
cial segregation in public accommodations
and in other areas of life;

Whereas the courageous protest of the
“‘Greensboro Four’” and all of the sit-in dem-
onstrations made a critical contribution to
the civil rights movement, leading to the en-
actment of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and
the integration of public accommodations;
and

Whereas the civil rights movement made
our nation more just and decent, and the
courage and conscience of the ‘‘Greensboro
Four” should inspire all Americans to act
against injustice: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the Congress—

(1) applauds the valor and courageous ef-
forts of Jibreel Khazan (Ezell Blair, Jr.),
David Richmond, Joseph McNeil, and Frank-
lin McCain, known as the ‘‘Greensboro
Four’’; and

(2) encourages all Americans to remember
the contributions they made to the civil
rights movement and to conduct appropriate
ceremonies, activities, and programs to com-
memorate the sit-in of the ‘‘Greensboro
Four”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the con-
current resolution under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform, I rise
in strong support of House Concurrent
Resolution 25. This important resolu-
tion recognizes the tremendous con-
tributions of Ezell Blair, Jr.; David
Richmond; Joseph McNeil; and Frank-
lin McCain to the civil rights move-
ment. These four individuals, known as
the ‘‘Greensboro Four,” became tire-
less icons in our Nation’s struggle for
civil rights and fairness for all Ameri-
cans.

Mr. Speaker, on a winter afternoon
in North Carolina in 1960, this quartet
of college freshmen grabbed the atten-
tion of the entire world. It was Feb-
ruary 1, 1960, when these four simply
took their seats at the lunch counter of
F.W. Woolworth’s in Greensboro, North
Carolina. But there was nothing simple
about this act.

As was to be expected at that time,
the young men were refused service
when they sat at the segregated
counter at about 4:30. Each of them sat
quietly at the counter until the store
closed at 5:30. They returned to sit at
the same segregated counter the next
day.
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This time they were joined by about
two dozen other students. The presence
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of these 30 or so young people over-
whelmed the small diner, but again
they were denied service. The next day,
February 3, students occupied 63 of the
65 available seats at the lunch counter.

These civilized acts of defiance in-
spired similar sit-ins across North
Carolina in the days that followed. By
the end of February, such protests were
taking place at eateries all over the
South. Ultimately, the Greensboro
Four induced the integration of public
accommodations throughout many seg-
regated southern States. Even Wool-
worth’s integrated all of its stores in
July of 1960.

Mr. Speaker, what an awesome ac-
tion this was for anyone to take, yet
alone four college freshmen. Ezell
Blair, David Richmond, Joseph McNeil
and Franklin McCain transcended the
Nation’s civil rights struggle by start-
ing this series of sit-ins. The Greens-
boro Four deserve the commendation
of the Congress 45 years after their his-
toric demonstration for their contribu-
tion to the civil rights movement.

I am so pleased to be a cosponsor of
House Concurrent Resolution 25. I
thank the distinguished gentleman
from North Carolina for authoring this
meaningful resolution. I urge all my
colleagues to support it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
it is with great pleasure that I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
MILLER ), who is the sponsor of this
resolution.

Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of this reso-
lution honoring an act of conscience
and courage that forever changed
North Carolina, the South, and the Na-

tion.
The Greensboro Four, David Rich-
mond, Joseph  McNeil, Franklin

McCain and Jibreel Khazan, then Ezell
Blair, Jr., changed our Nation’s history
while freshmen at North Carolina A&T,
an Historically Black University in
Greensboro.

Like college freshmen everywhere,
they spent endless hours in discussions
in their dormitory rooms. ‘“We chal-
lenged each other, really,” Richmond
said of their discussions. ‘“We con-
stantly heard about all the evils that
are occurring and how blacks are mis-
treated and nobody was doing anything
about it. We used to question why is it
that you have to sit in the balcony?
Why do you have to ride in the back of
the bus?”’

McNeil told friends at the time, ‘It is
time to take some action now. We have
been people who talk a lot, but with
very little action.”

McCain said later, ‘“We had been
talking about it for a long time. Each
of us had been bugged by it and we felt
very strongly. The night before we did
it, we had a bull session at McNeil’s
room that lasted all night long.”

Khazan said, ‘It was time to wake up
and change the situation. We decided
to start here.”
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McNeil said, ‘“‘“From my perspective,
it was a down payment on manhood.”

On that dare to each other, the next
day, February 1, 1960, at about 3:30 in
the afternoon, the four entered the
Woolworth’s on South Elm Street in
downtown Greensboro and sat at the
“whites only” lunch counter. When
they were refused service, they re-
mained seated until the counter closed
at 5. They vowed to return the next day
and to keep coming back until they
were treated the same way that whites
were treated.

That night, word spread quickly at
A&T and Bennett College, an Histori-
cally Black Women’s College in
Greensboro, about what the four stu-
dents called their ‘“‘sit down”’ protest.

The next day they returned with 19 of
the other A&T students, some wearing
ROTC uniforms, others wearing coats
and ties. They were again denied serv-
ice, and they again remained seated at
the lunch counter.

That night the membership of the
Greensboro branch of the NAACP voted
unanimously to support the student
protest.

The next day, the four students re-
turned again, this time with 85 other
students from A&T, from Bennett Col-
lege and from Dudley High School, the
black high school from which three of
the Greensboro Four had graduated
just the year before. That Saturday,
1,000 protesters filled the Woolworth’s.
McNeil said, ‘I guess everybody was
pretty much fed up at the same time.”

In the Pulitzer Prize-winning history
of the civil rights movement, ‘‘Parting
the Waters,”” Taylor Branch wrote, ‘““No
one had time to wonder whether the
Greensboro sit-in was so different. In
the previous three years, similar dem-
onstrations had occurred in at least 16
other cities. Few of them made the
news, all faded quickly from public no-
tice, and none had the slightest cata-
lytic effect anywhere else. By contrast,
Greensboro helped defined the decade.”

In the next few days, there were sit-
in demonstrations in Winston-Salem,
Durham, Raleigh, Fayetteville, Char-
lotte, and High Point. Two weeks after
the first sit-in, Dr. Martin Luther King
toured the Woolworth’s in Durham
that was the target of protests there.
That night he spoke at a rally sup-
porting the protests.

“What is fresh, what is new in your
fight,” King said, ‘‘is the fact that it
was initiated, led and sustained by stu-
dents. What is new is that American
students have come of age. You now
take your honored place in the world-
wide struggle for freedom.”

On April 3, Thurgood Marshall spoke
at Bennett College and urged the stu-
dents to continue the protests. On
Easter weekend, Dr. King’s Southern
Christian Leadership Conference orga-
nized a meeting at Shaw University in
rally of student sit-in protesters. The
students formed the Student Non-
violent Coordinating Committee,
SNCC, to organize more protests.

In July, the Woolworth’s in Greens-
boro integrated the lunch counter, and
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the Kress store across the street inte-
grated its lunch counter the same day.

By August of 1961, more than 70,000
people had participated in sit-ins, re-
sulting in more than 3,000 arrests. The
sit-ins became an important tributary
of the river of the civil rights move-
ment, which resulted eventually in the
enactment of the Civil Rights Act of
1964 and the Voting Rights Act of 1965.

Mr. Speaker, there are many Mem-
bers of this body who were part of that
movement. Many more remember the
sit-ins as if they were yesterday. I was
a 6-year-old child living in Fayette-
ville, North Carolina. My memories of
Jim Crow and of the civil rights move-
ment are dim and distant.

I remember going to the county
courthouse on some errand with my fa-
ther and seeing two water fountains. I
assumed that the ‘“‘white” water was
like the water that came out of my tap
at home. I could not understand why
my father would not let me try the
‘“‘colored’ water.

I vaguely, vaguely, remember the
protests in Fayetteville. I would like to
think that if the civil rights movement
had been delayed by a decade or by a
generation, I would have recognized as
I grew up the injustice of segregation
and I would have acted against it. I can
never know that.

But I am proud to join with the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WATT) and the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. COBLE) and many others
in introducing this resolution and to
speak for it today.

I realize, as Dr. King said, that we
cannot walk alone. The destiny of all
Americans is tied up with the destiny
of others and the freedom of all Ameri-
cans is inextricably bound to the free-
dom of other Americans.

The Greensboro Four remain an in-
spiration to all Americans not simply
to accept the world as we find it, but to
recognize injustice, and when it is time
to change the situation, start where
you are.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. FILNER).

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time,
and the gentlemen from North Carolina
for introducing this very important
resolution honoring the Greensboro
Four.

As the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. MILLER) said, those of us who
were old enough were immediately in-
spired by the Greensboro Four. They
showed the awesome power of non-
violent, collective direct action, and
they also showed the vulnerability of
the racist power structures in the
South.

I was a college freshman at the same
time, at Cornell University. And al-
most immediately, we formed a group
and had sit-ins in at the Woolworth’s
in Ithaca, New York, in solidarity with
those that were going on through
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North Carolina and other States in the
South.

The sit-ins immediately educated us.
That is, even though we were informed,
even though we were progressive, we
had no idea of the specific indignities
of the segregated lunch counters, the
signs that said ‘‘whites only’ and ‘‘col-
ored” for drinking fountains. We knew
the schools were desegregated sup-
posedly back in 1955. We saw the Mont-
gomery bus boycott in 1956. We saw the
power of direct action in the African
states who first gained independence at
the same time.

But what occurred amongst the stu-
dents in Greensboro spread throughout
the Nation like wildfire, not just in the
South but also in the North. We be-
lieved what Martin Luther King, Jr.
stated so eloquently from the Bir-
mingham jail: ‘“Freedom is never vol-
untarily given by the oppressor. It
must be demanded by the oppressed.”

And we saw the sit-ins, a simple and
quiet act perhaps, but one of great
courage, considering the risks they
were running, the Ku Klux Klan sitting
at the same counters or nearby these
first demonstrators.

Those of us in the North who thought
we were brothers and cousins of those
in the South started talking about
what we should do, how we should help.

I remember, in fact, meeting the gen-
tleman from Georgia (JOHN LEWIS), a
colleague of ours from Atlanta, just a
few months after that, and we ended up
on the same bus to Jackson, Mis-
sissippi, and the Freedom Rides that
took place to help desegregate the
interstate facilities that were still seg-
regated. We saw the interstate facili-
ties as a focal point for Federal action.
And those of us who went to jail man-
aged to bring those cases before the Su-
preme Court, and just as the sit-inners
had got the desegregation of the lunch
counters so quickly, the interstate and
other related facilities were deseg-
regated because of the Freedom Rides.

I see the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. WATT) here today. I know he
was personally inspired by what was
happening with the Greensboro Four.
Many of us in this Congress, as the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
MILLER) pointed out, were so inspired.
We put our bodies on the line, we put
our beliefs in action, and the Greens-
boro Four helped to shape and inspire
the movement all across the country.

So we honor the Greensboro Four for
demanding freedom for the oppressed,
and we once again look to them today
for inspiration in our struggle against
the more subtle forms of racism that
still exist today and the injustices that
continue to plague our Nation. We will
continue to look to the Greensboro
Four for inspiration as we continue the
still unfinished journey of America to
become a Nation that is free from dis-
crimination and racism.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
it is my pleasure to yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. WATT), a cosponsor of this resolu-
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tion and Chairman of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus,

Mr. WATT. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
colleague for yielding me time.

There are so many angles that I
could approach this debate from, but I
am just so delighted today to be able to
rise in a bipartisan and biracial coali-
tion to honor four great Americans
who contributed so much to us.

I could talk about the fact that
North Carolina A&T State University
and Bennett College, which was also re-
ferred to in the statement of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. MIL-
LER), both of them are located in my
congressional district.

I could talk about the fact that de-
spite the fact that the lunch counter
itself is now in the congressional dis-
trict of the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. MILLER), it was also in
my congressional district up until the
last round of redistricting.

I could talk about the fact that
Franklin McCain, one of those four
courageous individuals, is a resident of
my congressional district, a successful
business leader in the City of Char-
lotte, North Carolina, today, one of
two surviving members of that famous
four.

I could talk about other acts of her-
oism that came about as a result of
these four students sitting down. One
recollection that comes to me imme-
diately is, as was happening quite often
throughout the South, the power estab-
lishment would try to intimidate the
black leaders, and the story has it that
the powers, the political and business
leadership in the City of Greensboro,
approached the President of North
Carolina A&T State University to try
to intimidate him into having his stu-
dents refrain from this kind of agita-
tion, these sit-ins. And the President of
North Carolina A&T, one of the His-
torically Black Colleges and Univer-
sities, drew a line in the sand and said,
‘“‘there is no way I am intervening to
stop my students from agitating
against this kind of injustice.”

I could talk about how I got con-
nected to the civil rights movement
even in that time, not as a personal in-
volvement, but hearing my mother say
to my oldest brother, 4 years older
than me at that time, ‘“Don’t you get
involved in those demonstrations. It is
dangerous out there,” and then turning
on the TV at 6 o’clock that evening and
seeing my brother right in the middle
of the demonstration that took place
in Charlotte, North Carolina, following
the Greensboro Four’s courageous ac-
tion.
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There are just so many ways that I
could approach this debate that bring
back so much emotion for me, because
not long after that I returned to Char-
lotte and to North Carolina to join a
civil rights law firm that took on
school desegregation, that took on em-
ployment discrimination, that took on
other racial policies and practices that
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were taking place that were accepted
as part of the day until those coura-
geous students at North Carolina A&T
said enough is enough.

So this is a wonderful, wonderful day
for me just to see the bipartisanship,
the biracial support that we have in
support of this resolution in this Con-
gress, but knowing full well that some
years ago when it was not fashionable,
when it was dangerous, when those
kids’ parents were telling them, I sent
you to school to get an education, not
to be involved in a demonstration, they
stood and said enough is enough; we
are going to take action to change
America.

And, Mr. Speaker, they did, and
today our country is better for it.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, it is with great pride
and admiration that I rise to support
H. Con. Res. 25, recognizing the con-
tribution of Jibreel Khazan, David
Richmond, Joseph McNeil and Frank-
lin McCain, the Greensboro Four, to
the civil rights movement.

Mr. Speaker, on February 1, 1960,
Franklin McCain, Jibreel Khazan, Jo-
seph McNeil, and David Richmond sat
down for lunch at the counter of a
Greensboro, North Carolina, Wool-
worth’s. This may not seem like much
today, but in 1960 that was an extraor-
dinary act. Extraordinary because the
four men were black and the counter
inside Woolworth’s was segregated.
They did not serve people of color.

When the four young men from North
Carolina A&T were refused service,
they remained seated. The restaurant
called the police in an attempt to force
them to leave. When the police and
other white people in Woolworth’s used
threats of violence and imprisonment
to force the four men to leave, they re-
main seated. This form of resistance
became known as a sit-in, a form of
peaceful protest that was used exten-
sively during the civil rights move-
ment. The idea worked so well that,
rather than serve the four men, the
owner closed the store early.

Undeterred, the Greensboro Four re-
turned to Woolworth’s the next day
and sat at the counter. This time, how-
ever, they brought with them reporters
and local TV news crews to cover the
story. By the following day, news of
the sit-in had spread and was receiving
national attention. The sit-in had
grown to include whites as well.

After months of sit-ins, Woolworth’s
decided that they had had enough. On
July 26, 1960, they agreed to the
Greensboro Four’s demand that they
integrate the restaurant. This may
seem like a small victory in light of
later accomplishments in the civil
rights movement, but victories like
this one laid the foundation for many
of the rights people of color enjoy
today.

The surviving members of the group,
Joseph McNeil, Franklin McCain, and
Jibreel Khazan, have settled into their
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own private lives; but their impact on
race relations in the United States was
profound. It is only fitting that we
honor them today in this manner.

Mr. Speaker, I reiterate my strong
support for this legislation, remember
my own days as a student at that time,
not in North Carolina but in the State
of Arkansas where conditions were
very similar, and all of us were
touched, moved, inspired, motivated,
and activated by the Greensboro Four.
I thank the gentleman for introducing
this legislation.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| rise today as a proud cosponsor of H. Con.
Res. 25 which recognizes the contributions of
Jibreel Khazan (Ezell Blair, Jr.), David Rich-
mond, Joseph McNeil, and Franklin McCain,
known as the “Greensboro Four” for their his-
toric contribution to the civil rights movement.
| want to thank my colleague Representative
MILLER of North Carolina for properly recog-
nizing these four gentlemen in this body. With-
out their contribution to the civil rights move-
ment it may have taken many more years to
break the barrier of segregation that use to be
so common place in our Nation.

On Feb. 1, 1960 four black freshmen at
North Carolina A&T State University, Franklin
McCain, Joseph McNeil, Jibreel Khazan (Ezell
Blair, Jr.), and David Richmond, took seats at
the segregated lunch counter of F. W. Wool-
worth’s in Greensboro, N.C. They were re-
fused service and sat peacefully until the store
closed. They returned the next day, along with
about 25 other students, and their requests
were again denied. The Greensboro Four in-
spired similar sit-ins across the state and by
the end of February; such protests were taking
place across the South. Finally, in July, Wool-
worth’s integrated all of its stores.

This single act forever changed the way
black Americans were able to live in society.
Much like Rosa Parks who refused to give up
her seat simply because of her race and in-
spired the movement to integrate the bus sys-
tem; and much like Jackie Robinson who re-
fused to observe the color barrier in our na-
tion’s pastime of baseball and blazed the path
for all future black athletes; the Greensboro
Four similarly broke down one of the key bar-
riers that kept black Americans from receiving
equal treatment under the law. This small act
of peaceful defiance inspired others to act in
protest and became a tidal wave for change.
The fact is that in any movement against in-
justice, the great majority of the population will
feel oppressed and disenfranchised, but few
will be ready to act, out of fear due to the
threat of violence from their oppressors. How-
ever, there will be those brave few who will
stare down this threat and act to undo the in-
justice they face. The Greensboro Four rep-
resent those brave few who dared to act in the
face of oppression, they refused to be ruled by
fear and they helped bring out others who
could now see their way past their fears and
into their hope for a better future.

The act of being able to eat in a dining es-
tablishment of our choice is one we take for
granted in today’s America. It seems like such
a simple issue, yet it was the simplest matters
that were at the crux of the oppression faced
by black Americans. Whether it was basic
housing, transportation or security issues,
black Americans were kept from realizing
equal rights and equal protection. The Greens-
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boro Four refused to accept this situation as a
fact of life. They were surely angry at their
plight, but they did not choose a path of vio-
lence, no instead they chose a path of civil
disobedience, in which their cry for justice
grew louder and louder with each protest until
it became too much for their oppressors to
bear. The Greensboro Four stood up for mil-
lions of Americans with the simple act of sit-
ting down at a lunch counter. Often it is not
the amount of action taken that is important,
but the meaning behind the act. | stand with
my colleagues in this body today to recognize
the Greensboro Four for their act of brave civil
disobedience and the proud legacy that it has
left.

Mr. JACKSON of lllinois. Mr. Speaker, on
May 17, 1954, the U.S. Supreme Court de-
clared two things: (1) segregated schools are
illegal; and (2) the legal principle of “separate
but equal” was dead.

Philosophically the Court was saying if our
public institutions are equal, why separate
them? And, practically and historically, if they
are separate we know they will be unequal.

Thus, the Brown decision laid the legal
foundation for attacking all segregated institu-
tions in America.

There had been sit-ins in the 1940s and
'’50s—in Chicago, St. Louis, Baltimore and
elsewhere—but without the legal foundation of
Brown.

During this period of increasing civil rights
activity, CORE, the Fellowship of Reconcili-
ation, and SCLC clergy trained young people
in nonviolent direct action. Rev. James
Lawson and others did such training in Nash-
ville at Tennessee State, the American Baptist
Theological Seminary and at Fisk University.

The students at North Carolina A & T State
University, my alma mater, didn’t know about
the activity in Nashville. But freedom was in-
creasingly in the air.

So, on February 1, 1960, four young African
American men—Franklin  McCain, Joseph
McNeil, Ezell Blair Jr. and David Richmond—
all freshmen on academic scholarships at
North Carolina A & T, sat down at a “whites
only” Woolworth’s lunch counter in Greens-
boro. They wanted to be served, but were re-
fused and physically abused. They responded
to violence with nonviolence.

The media focused on what was happening
in Greensboro, and African American college
students across the South were inspired to
begin a lunch counter sit-in movement. They
filled jails, got out, sat-in again, and went back
to jail. They marched, picketed and refused to
stop until the “Cotton Curtain” fell.

Ten years after Brown, their dream was
achieved when Congress passed the 1964
Civil Rights Act outlawing segregation in public
institutions. But it all began with four students
at North Carolina A & T. The nation owes
them a great debt of gratitude.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I urge all
Members to support and agree to House
Concurrent Resolution 25.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TERRY). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. DENT) that the House
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution, H. Con. Res. 25.
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The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. WATT. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

———

ARTHUR STACEY MASTRAPA POST
OFFICE BUILDING

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 324) to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 321 Montgomery Road in
Altamonte Springs, Florida, as the
“Arthur Stacey Mastrapa Post Office
Building”’.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 324

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. ARTHUR STACEY MASTRAPA POST
OFFICE BUILDING.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 321
Montgomery Road in Altamonte Springs,
Florida, shall be known and designated as
the ‘“‘Arthur Stacey Mastrapa Post Office
Building”’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the Arthur Stacey
Mastrapa Post Office Building.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 324.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
324, a bill to designate the U.S. postal
facility at 321 Montgomery Road in
Altamonte Springs, Florida, as the Ar-
thur Stacey Mastrapa Post Office
Building. I thank the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. FEENEY) for sponsoring
this legislation to honor Sergeant
Mastrapa, a courageous American hero
whom our Nation lost in the war on
terror.

Sergeant Arthur Mastrapa of
Apopka, Florida, an Army Reservist
and military police officer, was killed
in a rocket attack at a logistics sup-
port facility in Balad, Iraq, on June 16,
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2004. He was 3b years old. His loss was
made more tragic because it came just
2 days before he was due to return
home with his comrades in the 35lst
Military Police Company, based in
Ocala, Florida. He is survived by his
loving wife, Jennifer, and his two lov-
ing children, Marisa and Reese.

Nothing could be more appropriate or
fitting than to name this post office
after Sergeant Mastrapa. Mastrapa was
a Reservist and a postal letter carrier
who worked full time at this post office
on Montgomery Road in Altamonte
Springs. I hope and pray that the dedi-
cation of this facility in Altamonte
Springs will be a meaningful reminder
of Arthur’s life and service to his fam-
ily, friends, colleagues, and neighbors.
The Mastrapa family needs to know
that the heartfelt thoughts and prayers
of all the Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives are with them. We join
them in mourning their loss.

The United States of America owes
its security and freedom to people like
Arthur Mastrapa. Sergeant Mastrapa
and our Armed Forces have helped to
prevent another attack against Amer-
ica since September 11, 2001, by taking
the war on terror straight to where our
enemies live and plot. Certainly, the
wonderful democratic election in Iraq
on January 30 was in no small part pos-
sible to Sergeant Mastrapa’s heroism.

I know the Iraqi people, like all
Americans, would thank Arthur if they
could.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the House lead-
ership for selecting this bill for floor
consideration, and I greatly thank my
distinguished colleague from Florida
for working on H.R. 324. I urge all
Members to support this honor for Ser-
geant Arthur Mastrapa.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the
House Committee on Government Re-
form, I am pleased to join my colleague
in consideration of H.R. 324, legislation
naming the postal facility in
Altamonte Springs, Florida, after Ar-
thur Stacey Mastrapa. This measure,
which was introduced by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FEENEY) on
January 25, 2005, and unanimously re-
ported by our committee on February
9, 2005, enjoys the support and co-spon-
sorship of the entire Florida delega-
tion.

Mr. Mastrapa was a city letter car-
rier at the Arthur Springs Post Office
who served in the United States Army
Military Police in Iraq when he was
killed in action on June 16, 2004. He was
35 years old and due to return home the
week that he was killed.

Arthur Stacey Mastrapa joined the
U.S. Army in 1992 and served at the
Redstone Arsenal in Alabama and later
in Germany. He left active duty in 1998
and joined the U.S. Army Reserve. He
became a letter carrier casual in
Altamonte Springs and soon earned a
career appointment.
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Sergeant Mastrapa was called back
to active duty in 2003 to serve in Oper-
ation Enduring Freedom. During his
military service, he earned medals for
good conduct and service in the na-
tional defense. He received two Army
Achievement medals and ribbons for
service in military law enforcement.

Sergeant Mastrapa was a loving fam-
ily man. He left behind a wife and two
children and many, many relatives in
the central Florida area, Cuba, Michi-
gan, and Australia. He was also loved
and respected by his co-workers at the
post office.

Designating the post office in
Altamonte Springs, Florida, is an ex-
cellent way to honor the memory of
Arthur Stacey Mastrapa.

Mr. Speaker, I commend my col-
league for sponsoring this measure. I
urge swift passage of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further speak-
ers at this time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FEENEY), my
distinguished colleague, the sponsor of
H.R. 324.

Mr. FEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friends from Pennsylvania and Illi-
nois who did a great job describing the
sacrifice that Mr. Mastrapa gave to his
country on behalf of the citizens of
Iraq and, actually, freedom throughout
the world.

Mr. Speaker, today we honor a man
who honored us and dedicated his life
to serving others. I thought I would
take a few minutes to share some of
the hometown effects of the loss of Ser-
geant Mastrapa.

Arthur Stacey Mastrapa put country
and others above self. He possessed a
unique calling for both service and op-
timism that left a mark on the lives of
all he met.

His sister-in-law, Tracy Mastrapa,
described this calling: ‘‘He dedicated
his life to public service, first in active
duty as a military police officer, then
as a postal worker, and finally as a Re-
serve MP. He was called to serve his
country, which he did proudly with the
utmost integrity.”

His calling led him to join the Army
in 1992 and then as he left the Army, to
reenlist in the Army Reserves after his
active duty years ended.

His career outside the Reserve was
also in service of his fellow citizens,
this time in central Florida. As a post-
al worker in Altamonte Springs, Flor-
ida, he earned the respect of those
around him. One of his colleagues said
of his work, ‘I respected him for his
positive outlook and his level head.
Also, his customers remarked how
much they liked him and appreciated
his dedication. He was a hard worker
and good family man.”

Two years ago, Sergeant Mastrapa
answered the call to serve for what
turned out to be the final time. He and
his Reserve unit, the 351st Military Po-
lice, were deployed to Iraq. Last June
in Iraq, Sergeant Mastrapa made the
ultimate sacrifice.
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All human beings strive to occupy a
valued place. One observer has offered
this definition for this desire: ‘““You oc-
cupy a valued place if other people
would miss you if you were gone.”’

Mr. Speaker, Arthur Mastrapa occu-
pied a valued place. He left behind a
wife, Jennifer, and two children Marisa
and Reese. They, along with the rest of
his family, miss him terribly.

His co-workers miss him as well. One
described Sergeant Mastrapa as a man
who ‘‘loved his job, loved his family,
loved his country.”

Another said, ‘I only knew him a
short time but it was long enough to
know what a great guy he was. Arthur
was a family man. He loved his kids
and wanted them with him all of the
time.”

0O 1445

So in an attempt to honor a man who
occupied a valued place, his coworkers
requested that a special place be
named for him, the post office in
Altamonte Springs, Florida, the very
place Sergeant Mastrapa worked prior
to leaving for Iraq for what turned out
to be his final journey.

Today, we are here to carry out his
colleagues’ wish so they are reminded
of Arthur Mastrapa when they arrive
for work each new day, and so his wife,
his children, his family and his friends
can come to see his name and remem-
ber his service, his sacrifice and his de-
cency.

In closing, I would like to borrow
from the words of President Harry Tru-
man who said, ‘“We know that helping
others is the best way, probably the
only way to achieve a better future for
ourselves.”’

Arthur Stacey Mastrapa’s desire to
help others and serve his country has
made the future a better place to live.
I urge my colleagues to approve H. Res.
324 and create a lasting memorial to
Sergeant Mastrapa’s name.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I urge all
Members to support H. Res. 324, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TERRY). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. DENT) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 324.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

———————

CONGRATULATING THE NEW ENG-
LAND PATRIOTS FOR WINNING
SUPER BOWL XXXIX

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution (H. Res. 86) congratulating the
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New England Patriots for winning
Super Bowl XXXIX.
The Clerk read as follows:
H. RES. 86

Whereas on February 6, 2005, in Jackson-
ville, Florida, the New England Patriots de-
feated the Philadelphia Eagles by a score of
24 to 21 in Super Bowl XXXIX to win the Na-
tional Football League (NFL) Championship;

Whereas the Patriots’ victory in Super
Bowl XXXIX resulted in their third cham-
pionship in the last four years, the first
being a 20 to 17 victory over the St. Louis
Rams in Super Bowl XXXVI and the second
being a 32 to 29 victory over the Carolina
Panthers in Super Bowl XXXVIII;

Whereas the Patriots’ victory over the Ea-
gles clinched back-to-back championships
for the first time in franchise history;

Whereas in winning Super Bowl XXXIX,
the Patriots became only the second fran-
chise in NFL history to win three Super
Bowls in four years;

Whereas beginning during the 2003 season
and stretching into the 2004 season, the Pa-
triots won 21 consecutive games, 18 during
the regular season and 3 during the post-sea-
son, setting franchise and league records for
consecutive victories;

Whereas owner Robert Kraft, through
sound management and by instilling a team-
first philosophy, has made the Patriots the
model NFL franchise;

Whereas Head Coach Bill Belichick, Offen-
sive Coordinator Charlie Weis, and Defensive
Coordinator Romeo Crennel, stressing team-
work and determination, led the Patriots to
their ninth straight playoff victory by win-
ning Super Bowl XXXIX and to their second
consecutive 14 win regular season, advancing
to the Super Bowl by defeating the record-
setting Indianapolis Colts and the number
one seeded Pittsburgh Steelers in the Amer-
ican Football Conference (AFC) playoffs;

Whereas the Patriots’ ability to win de-
spite serious injuries is a testament to the
coaching staff and the desire of the team to
defend their title and win another Super
Bowl;

Whereas wide-receiver Deion Branch, who
had a record-tying 11 catches for 133 yards,
was selected as the Most Valuable Player
(MVP) of the Super Bowl for the first time,
joining two-time Super Bowl MVP quarter-
back Tom Brady as the only Patriots in NFL
history chosen to receive this prestigious
award; and

Whereas all of New England is proud of the
accomplishments of the entire Patriots orga-
nization and the dedication of the faithful
New England fans throughout the 2004-05
NFL season: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives congratulates the National Football
League Champion New England Patriots on
their extraordinary victory in Super Bowl
XXXIX.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have b legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H. Res.
86, the resolution under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?
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There was no objection.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am truly honored to
be a new Member of the House. I look
forward with great anticipation to this
body’s numerous deliberations on con-
sequential issues in the months and
yvears ahead. Engaging in debate for
this resolution, however, is unfortu-
nately not one that I have looked for-
ward to.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 86
congratulates the New England Patri-
ots on winning Super Bowl XXXIX over
the Philadelphia Eagles 24 to 21 on Feb-
ruary 6, Super Bowl Sunday. As a big
Eagles’ fan myself, I know the rules of
the House preclude me from wearing
this hat, but I thought I would just
show it to our audience. I am a dear
and devoted Eagles’ fan, but I had a
very tough day, as did millions of other
Eagles’ fans across the country.

With this Super Bowl title, their
third in the last four seasons, the Pa-
triots have indeed earned their place
atop the football world, and they de-
serve this honor from the House.

On behalf of all Members, I salute the
Patriots for solidifying their place as
one of the most successful dynasties in
NFL history.

In this era of great parity in the
NFL, the Patriots’ recent success may
not soon be replicated. Their three
Super Bowls put New England in a
class with other great franchises in
pro-football history, like the Pitts-
burgh Steelers in the 1970s, the San
Francisco 49ers in the 1980s, and the
Dallas Cowboys in the 1990s.

This was the Patriots’ ninth straight
win in the playoffs over the past 4
years, which equals the great run of
Vince Lombardi’s Green Bay Packers
during the 1960s as the best pro-season
stretch of all time. Led by their infal-
lible coach Bill Belichick, quarterback
Tom Brady, safety Rodney Harrison
and Super Bowl MVP Deion Branch,
the Patriots continued to do whatever
it takes to win big games, and the
Brady branch connection proved too
much for the Eagles. They have won
each of their three Super Bowls by just
three points, but Mr. Speaker, I want
to take a moment to recognize our
Philadelphia Eagles for their out-
standing season as well.

The Eagles went 13-3 during the reg-
ular season and reached the Super
Bowl for the first time since 1981 and
the second time in team history. Quar-
terback Donovan McNabb has been
their catalyst all season. He threw for
a whopping 357 yards and three touch-
downs on Super Bowl Sunday, and wide
receiver Terrell Owens, who broke his
leg and tore a knee ligament just 7
weeks before the Super Bowl, returned
for the first time and remarkably
caught nine passes for 122 yards.

Over 130 million Americans are esti-
mated to have watched at least part of
the Super Bowl, nearly half of all resi-
dents. Super Bowl Sunday has become
an unofficial holiday in this country,
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and for the third time in 4 years, the
New England Patriots, and the Brady
branch connection in particular,
proved to all of us that they are indeed
the champions of football.

Mr. Speaker, while I am indeed
heartbroken and crestfallen in the
wake of the Eagles’ loss, I want to sin-
cerely congratulate my colleague, the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK) both for the success of his Pa-
triots and for moving forward this res-
olution on the team’s behalf.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
it is my pleasure to yield such time as
he might consume to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY), a
son of New England and a very proud
Patriots fan.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman very much for the time.

I thank the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. FRANK) for asking for
this time for a resolution to honor our
great New England Patriots who now
go down into history as one of the
greatest football teams of all time, and
in honor of that, I have a very brief
poem that I thought I would read to
honor this great family and great
team.

To the New England Patriots:

The New England Patriots we proud-
ly honor today, they’ve won three
Super Bowls in 4 years with their re-
markable play.

From top to bottom, the Patriots
have clearly shown why in football’s
history books they will be known.

For their great example both on and
off the field the principles of hard work
and team play they never yield.

It starts with Bob Kraft, Myra and
kin, whose motto is simple, with class
we shall win.

Belichick and Pioli then constructed
their teams about which others could
only have dreams.

Because the coaching is so great on
both defense and offense the outcomes
of Pats games are almost never in sus-
pense.

But on the field, it’s the players who
win each big game and every one of
them belongs in a winner’s Hall of
Fame.

Quarterback Tom Brady is a football
legend in the making. He’s never lost a
playoff game, leaving opponents with
heads shaking.

Corey Dillon in the backfield, Deion
Branch the Super Bowl MVP; and how
about Troy Brown playing not just one
way but three?

Rodney Harrison at safety, Teddy
Brewski linebacker inside and veterans
McGinest and Vinatieri playing with
great pride.

So after a season with 14 victories,
the playoffs were ready to begin. Pey-
ton’s Colts came calling first, but Ro-
meo’s ‘D’ made their heads spin.

The next stop was Pittsburgh for an
appointment with Big Ben, but the
rookie was no match for the Pats. They
won by two scores and then.



February 15, 2005

They faced off against the Eagles in
Super Bowl XXXIX and victory, sweet
victory, was theirs for a third time.

Discipline and focus, a new standard
for teamwork has been set with Kraft
and Belichick at the helm, more tro-
phies they are sure to get.

Now one thing is for certain, fans and
experts all agree, the New England Pa-
triots are football’s newest world-class
dynasty.

We honor Bob Kraft and his wife
Mpyra, his son Jonathan, his entire fam-
ily, the coaches, the players and the
greatest fans in the world, the New
England fans, for the incredible season
that just culminated with great antici-
pation for the one that will begin again
this fall.

I thank again the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) for this res-
olution, and I thank the gentleman
from Illinois for recognizing me.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of Mr. FRANK’S
resolution and join with the entire New Eng-
land delegation in honoring the remarkable
achievements of the Super Bowl Champion
New England Patriots. In the interest of good
sportsmanship, | also want to commend the
Philadelphia Eagles and their owner Jeffrey
Lurie for a terrific season.

Mr. Speaker, the New England Patriots
have redefined teamwork. Even as individual
accomplishments are recognized and re-
warded at every turn in professional sports,
the New England Patriots have demonstrated
that winning championships is all about team-
work. Without question the Patriots are a team
filled with extremely talented football players,
but each puts the team ahead of his own sta-
tistics and accolades.

This philosophy, and this incredible record
of winning with class, is a tribute to Robert
Kraft, owner of the New England Patriots, and
the organization he has built. His son Jona-
than has been there every step of the way as
this team has traversed the path to greatness.

The team is fortunate to have Bill Belichick,
who brings an outstanding work ethic and
knack for teaching football to this enterprise.
And Scott Pioli continues to be a player per-
sonnel phenom. As every fan in New England
knows, Bill is a coaching genius, and a man
who now finds himself in the elite company of
the legendary Vince Lombardi. What's more,
he assembled an outstanding staff of assist-
ants, notably Defensive Coordinator Romeo
Crennel and Offensive Coordinator Charlie
Weis. The coaches’ game day schemes kept
opponents guessing all through this past sea-
son as the Patriots won 14 games, through
the playoffs in blowout victories over Indianap-
olis and Pittsburgh, and right on into the Super
Bowl match-up and win against the Philadel-
phia Eagles.

So the Patriots have a great owner and
great coaches—and they have certainly dem-
onstrated that they also have great players—
guys who put the team first—and guys who
can win championships. Led by the amazing
Tom Brady who has never lost a playoff
game—he can beat you with his heart or his
head. The team has an outstanding offensive
line and receiver corps—Deion Branch tied a
Super Bowl record for receptions and was
named the game’s Most Valuable Player. In
the backfield, the combination of Corey Dillon
and Kevin Faulk wore down defenses and
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racked up yards. On defense, everyone con-
tributed—Tedy Bruschi, Mike Vrabel, Ted
Johnson, Richard Seymour, Roosevelt
Colvin—the secondary led by Rodney Har-
rison, and the omnipotent Willie McGinest, the
wily veteran who hasn’t lost a step. And then
you have the extraordinary Troy Brown. He
exemplifies how Patriot players put the team
first. Troy is a receiver and returns punts ordi-
narily, but when injuries began piling up in the
Patriots secondary—Troy learned to play in
the defensive backfield.

Mr. Speaker, the New England Patriots
have left an indelible mark in the football his-
tory books, clearly establishing themselves as
the first sports dynasty of the 21st Century.
They represent the very best of New England
and have earned the adoration of their fans—
Patriot Nation. | congratulate Bob, Myra and
Jonathan Kraft, Coach Belichick and all of the
coaching staff and each and every player for
an exciting season, and a fantastic post-sea-
son, and for winning their third world cham-
pionship in four years.

| thank Mr. FRANK for introducing this resolu-
tion.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield as
much time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New Hampshire (Mr.
BRADLEY), my distinguished colleague.

Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire.
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
very much for the time, and I would
like to thank my distinguished col-
league for such a gracious introduction
to this resolution, especially from
Pennsylvania, which not only saw the
Patriots beat one Pennsylvania team
but two Pennsylvania teams. So I
thank him for that very gracious rec-
ognition.

The New England Patriots have a
motto. It is always team first and team
above everything else, and when we
talk about the New England Patriots,
we talk about the full roster of 53 peo-
ple and how from 1 to 53 they play as a
unit, and they subvert all of their indi-
vidual goals to that of the team win-
ning and the team winning playoff
games.

It begins with the ownership of the
team, the Kraft family, who have
shown vision and determination in
building a new stadium and bringing a
top-quality product to all of us in New
England.

It then goes through the coaching
staff with Coach Belichick, who has
shown tenacity, creativity, hard work
and planning for every eventuality
that has made the Patriots just a little
cut above its competitors in record
fashion, winning three Super Bowls in
the last 3 years, a 2l1-game winning
streak, winning 34 of the last 36 games.

As we talk about the Patriots’ suc-
cess, though, it is also important to
pay tribute to worthy opponents, in
particular, in the playoffs, the Indian-
apolis Colts, Pittsburgh and Philadel-
phia teams, all of whom played tremen-
dously well, had great seasons and, in
particular, Philadelphia who came so
close in that game.

For those of us from New England,
we saw a hero in Curt Schilling in the
World Series that brought the Red Sox
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for the first time in 86 years to the
World Series and knew from the Ea-
gles’ point of view how another hero,
Terrell Owens, who is not only able to
talk the talk as we all know, but in the
Super Bowl he clearly walked the walk;
and from all of us from New England
who appreciate heroes, Terrell Owens
certainly earned his stripes in that
game.

But if there is one person on the Pa-
triots that we would pay tribute to, it
would be a person who has been an of-
fensive player for all of his 12 years for
the Patriots, that being Troy Brown.
This year, with injuries in the depleted
secondary, Troy Brown was asked to
play defense, and he had to go to team
meetings on both the offensive side of
the ball and the defensive side of the
ball, as well as continuing with his
punt return duties.

Troy Brown epitomized what it
means to be a Patriot. Yes, he clearly
probably would have preferred to be a
pass receiver, but when duty called, he
did what it took to help the Patriots
win their third Super Bowl in a row.
Troy Brown epitomizes the spirit of the
Patriots.

We hope for a successful year next
year, and we know that there are 31
other teams, including two from Penn-
sylvania, who would like to knock off
the Patriots next year, and we cannot
wait for the next season of football.

I ask for my colleagues’ support for
H. Res. 86.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
it is my pleasure to yield such time as
he might consume to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN).

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman from Illinois for
the time, and Mr. Speaker, I want to
join with my other New England col-
leagues in congratulating the world
champion New England Patriots for
their victory from Super Bowl XXXIX.

Over the past few years, the Patriots
have put the rhetoric of teamwork into
practice on the field. They work hard
without show-boating or glory-seeking
to be the best football team possible.
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They deserve the mantle of dynasty,
and we are proud of their success. I
particularly want to congratulate
owner Bob Kraft and head coach Bill
Belichick for their hard work and dedi-
cation, not just to the game of football
but also to our community. And of
course I want to congratulate the mag-
nificent players.

Mr. Speaker, all of us in Massachu-
setts, indeed all of us throughout New
England, have been given an embar-
rassment of sports riches in the last
year. First, our beloved Red Sox ended
86 years of misery, first by coming
from behind to defeat the New York
Yankees in the American League
Championship Series, and then sweep-
ing the St. Louis Cardinals in the
World Series. And now the Patriots are
once again world champions.
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I hope that the rest of the country is
patient with those of us in New Eng-
land as we adapt to these new cir-
cumstances. After all, we have much
more practice with frustration and
heartbreak.

Mr. Speaker, again, I want to con-
gratulate the Patriots for their tre-
mendous season, and I look forward to
watching them continue their success
in the years to come.

I urge my colleagues to support this
resolution.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I have no
other requests for time at the moment.
I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to close for our side.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to support
H. Res. 86, which pays tribute to the
New England Patriots, their owner,
Robert Kraft, their coach, Bill
Belichick, and their dedicated fans for
the team’s historic achievement of
winning Super Bowl XXXIX.

As an avid, patient, and optimistic
Chicago Bears fan, I understand how
having a great football team can lift
the spirits of an entire community.
The fans of New England have stood
loyally with the Patriots in tough
times since their inception in 1962.
However, over the last 4 years their
dedication has been rewarded with
three Super Bowl victories.

In spite of their previous success,
this season’s Super Bowl championship
did not come easily. Headed into the
playoffs, the Patriots suffered two dis-
appointing losses, and it was predicted
by many that they would lose their
first playoff game.

The Patriots had a different plan.
They first shut down Peyton Manning
and the Indianapolis Colts in New Eng-
land by a score of 20 to 3. The Patriots
then headed to Pittsburgh to play their
rivals, the Steelers, a team that had
beaten them decisively earlier in the
year.

Despite being dubbed the ‘‘team with
no stars,” the Patriots easily disposed
of the Steelers by winning 41 to 27, and
quieted their critics. Their final test
would come in the Super Bowl. Tech-
nically favored to win the Super Bowl
in Jacksonville, many people believed
that Coach Belichick and his players
would be outplayed by Donovan
McNabb, Terrell Owens, and the rest of
the Eagles’ high-scoring attack.

Once the game was played, however,
it was the Patriots who celebrated.
After falling behind early in the game,
the Patriots players displayed the
hearts of champions by clawing their
way back and ultimately winning the
game by a score of 24 to 21.

By winning their third championship,
the Patriots solidified their place as
one of the National Football League’s
greatest teams.

Mr. Speaker, I take a moment to
commend the efforts of the master-
mind behind the operations, Coach Bill
Belichick, who has solidified his stand-
ings as one of the great coaches in Na-
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tional Football League history. With
this win, Bill Belichick improves his
playoff record to 10 and 1, the best
playoff record of any coach with three
Super Bowl wins. His record even
eclipses that of the legendary coach,
Vince Lombardi.

Congratulations to the New England
Patriots and their fans and, once again,
for a terrific year. I am sure that it
will not be their last, and I know that
the Chicago Bears have been waiting
and watching and hoping to emulate
their success.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. On
behalf of the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania, the Philadelphia Eagles, and
the Pittsburgh Steelers and all of their
fans, I urge all Members of the House
to support the adoption of House Reso-
lution 86.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, at the
risk of being as repetitive as the New
England Patriots, I rise to extol one of
San Mateo, California’s favorite sons,
the quarterback of the Patriots, Tom
Brady. His continued success in the Na-
tional Football League is a source of
great pride for the city of San Mateo,
which is located in my congressional
district, and for the entire Bay Area as
well.

After leading the New England Patri-
ots to a spectacular 14-win regular sea-
son, Tom continued his winning ways
in a post-season that culminated in the
Patriots’ third Super Bowl victory in
four years. As we have come to expect,
Tom Brady guided his team to victory
with a near flawless performance. He
completed 23 of the 33 passes he threw
with zero interceptions, and finished
with a higher quarterback rating than
either of his previous Most Valuable
Player performances.

Mr. Speaker, Tom Brady’s extraor-
dinary play in the Super Bowl is even
more remarkable when one considers
the great personal grief he had to over-
come when his grandmother passed
away just five days before the big
game. Instead of allowing his loss to
overwhelm him, Tom demonstrated his
professionalism by remaining focused
and played a great game. I am sure
that even though she could no longer
attend his games, Margaret Brady,
known as Peggy to her friends and fam-
ily, cheered her grandson on as he per-
formed on one of the world’s largest
stages and proudly cheered him on as
she had done since his school yard
days.

Mr. Speaker, I am delighted to pay
tribute to Tom Brady, who has been
thrilling football fans since he was the
quarterback at Junipero Serra High
School, home of the Padres in San
Mateo. By leading the New England
Patriots to victory in Super Bowl
XXXIX, Tom Brady joins Terry Brad-
shaw, Troy Aikman and his boyhood
idol, Joe Montana, as the only quarter-
backs to win at least three NFL titles.
On behalf of the city of San Mateo and
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football fans everywhere, I wish him
continued success in his already re-
markable career.

Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, it is
an honor for me to rise in support of H. Res.
86, congratulating the New England Patriots
on winning Super Bowl XXXIX. The Patriots’s
victory is indeed cause for celebration in my
district as fans in Albany, GA, and throughout
all of southwest Georgia watched with pride as
our native son, Deion Branch led his team to
victory as this year's most valuable player. We
could not be more proud.

We salute the New England Patriots for
their third Super Bowl Victory in 4 years. Only
one other team has ever won the Lombardi
Trophy so many times in so few years, yet no
other receiver in history has put together back-
to-back performances like Deion Branch. In
Super Bowl XXXVIII, which the Patriots won
32—29 over the Carolina Panthers, Deion
Branch caught 10 passes for 143 years, in-
cluding the game’s first touchdown and the
catch that set up the Patriot's winning field
goal. He should have won MVP then, but this
year he bested even himself, tying the Super
Bowl record with 11 catches for a total of 133
years.

From the days when he was deemed too
small for middle school football, to his years
on the Monroe High School team to the Uni-
versity of Louisville, to his historic career in
professional football, Deion Branch has made
up for what he lacks in size with a spirit and
a talent that defines him as one of the best to
ever play the game.

On behalf of the city of Albany, the 2nd
Congressional District and football fans every-
where, | wish him continued success in his al-
ready remarkable career and strongly urge my
colleagues to vote in favor of H. Res. 86 con-
gratulating the New England Patriots on their
outstanding achievement.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in enthusi-
astic support of H. Res. 86, congratulating our
New England Patriots on winning their third
Super Bowl in 4 years.

The word “dynasty” has become synony-
mous with the New England Patriots. And de-
servedly so. Only one other team has accom-
plished what the Patriots have done—the Dal-
las Cowboys of the early 1990s. | believe that
these Patriots have staked a real claim on the
moniker of “America’s Team.”

But when the history of this team is written,
there is one word that seems most fitting:
class.

Class means many things, especially in the
world of sports.

Class means a head coach, such as bill
Belichick, who immediately after overtaking
Vince Lombardi as the NFL coach with the
best playoff winning percentage talks about
“starting at the bottom of the mountain” next
season. It also means a coach who deflects
personal credit as adroitly as he outsmarts op-
posing coaches. Similarly, class seems suit-
able for a coach who should rather talk end-
lessly about his role models than about him-
self, even after he eclipses those role models
in all measures of success.

Class also means a team that overcomes
injuries to two key starters, Ty Law and Ty-
rone Poole, when unheralded players, such as
Randall Gay and Asante Samuel, play like
seasoned veterans in the most stressful situa-
tions imaginable, to the disbelief of all observ-
ers. It means a group of players whom many
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outside New England don’t recognize by name
or face but only as part of a team. And class
might also describe a team whose accom-
plishments are sometimes dismissed as “luck”
even when, by definition, “luck” can’t explain
continuous triumph, game after game, season
after season, at home and on the road, in
close games and blowouts, in air-conditioned
domes and Foxborough blizzards.

Class refers to players, such as Tom Brady
and Deion Branch, who would rather credit
their teammates than tout their own efforts.
Class describes players such as Willie
McGinest and Tedy Bruschi, who would rather
win Super Bowls than All-Pro invitations, as
well as players such as Corey Dillon and Rod-
ney Harrison, who have silenced past critics
with their on-field performance not their off-
field remarks.

Class means owners who care as much
about the team as does the most passionate
fan. The Kraft family, longtime New
Englanders and Patriots’ season ticket hold-
ers, seem to fit that description to a tee. Like
the rest of Patriots Nation in 1994, Robert and
Myra Kraft were devastated to see the team
on the verge of moving to St. Louis. So much
so, in fact, that they spent $200 million to pre-
vent that from happening.

Class also means owners who view their
role in the community with dignity and respon-
sibility. Although the Kraft family builds cham-
pionships and unrivaled proficiency, their off-
field victories may be even more impressive.
Through the Patriot Charitable Foundation, the
Krafts have made charitable affairs an integral
part of their community presence, and as im-
portant a goal as any Super Bowl victory.

And perhaps most importantly, class means
never describing oneself as a “dynasty,” be-
cause dynasties are never proclaimed, but
only earned—something a team with class,
like the New England Patriots, knows quite
well.

| join my colleagues in saluting the unsur-
passed accomplishments of the New England
Patriots.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CHOCOLA). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT) that the
House suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution, H. Res. 86.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the reso-
lution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————
RECOGNIZING VIRGINIA FIRE
CHIEFS ASSOCIATION ON ITS

75TH ANNIVERSARY

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution (H. Res. 80) recognizing the Vir-
ginia Fire Chiefs Association on the oc-
casion of its 75th anniversary and com-
mending the Virginia Fire Chiefs Asso-
ciation for sponsoring annually the
Mid-Atlantic Expo and Symposium, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. RES. 80

Whereas every State in the United States

has established a fire chiefs association;

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Whereas fire chiefs associations provide
comprehensive and integrated statewide pub-
lic safety efforts, thereby enhancing the
quality of life of American citizens by reduc-
ing the effects of fire, medical, and environ-
mental emergencies;

Whereas all fire chiefs associations serve
to provide educational resources to fire-
fighters, facilitate information exchange and
regional cooperation between firefighting en-
tities, and provide professional development
workshops and training to all statewide and
regional firefighters;

Whereas the mission statements of all fire
chiefs associations have continuously broad-
ened beyond the original goals of working for
the promotion of fire prevention and protec-
tion from and extinguishment of fires to
keep pace with the new challenges and de-
mands facing the 21st Century, working in
conjunction with the Nation’s efforts in se-
curing the homeland;

Whereas to accommodate the homeland se-
curity needs facing the Nation, the mission
statements of fire chiefs associations today
include facilitating the exchange of regional
and national information, organizing annual
conferences and symposiums to discuss ways
of improving life-saving procedures, assist-
ing in research studies, assisting in the de-
velopment of public education in fire preven-
tion programs, and supporting and encour-
aging the delivery of prehospital emergency
medical services by the fire service to relieve
human suffering;

Whereas the Virginia Fire Chiefs Associa-
tion serves as a fine example of such a State
fire chiefs association, which has recognized
the aforementioned needs and broadened its
mission to serve not only statewide inter-
ests, but regional and national interests;

Whereas upon realizing the need for re-
gional cooperation toward the advancement
of fire service in the United States, the Vir-
ginia Fire Chiefs Association established the
Mid-Atlantic Expo and Symposium, which
annually draws from States within the Mid-
Atlantic region of the United States and
which serves to educate firefighters on new
techniques; and

Whereas on the occasion of their 75th An-
niversary, the Virginia Fire Chiefs Associa-
tion, will be once again hosting their annual
Mid-Atlantic Expo and Symposium, on Feb-
ruary 24, 2005: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives commends all fire chiefs associations
on the outstanding service that they provide
to the citizens of the United States.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the reso-
lution under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Mr.
Speaker, House Resolution 80, as
amended, commends all State fire
chiefs associations. Every State in the
Union has a fire chiefs association.

These groups provide valuable leader-
ship skills to career and volunteer
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chiefs, chief fire officers and managers
of emergency service organizations
throughout the United States.

The members are literally on the
front lines of the homeland security ef-
fort, ready to respond in a moment’s
notice to crisis situations anywhere in
America. Fire chiefs are unquestion-
ably the world’s leaders in fire fight-
ing, first response, emergency medical
services, natural disasters, search and
rescue, and many other areas of public
safety. Their efforts largely go unno-
ticed, which is why I am so pleased
that the House is taking time to recog-
nize fire chiefs associations today.

Mr. Speaker, my thanks go to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. GOODE)
for introducing this resolution. I urge
the adoption.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I might con-
sume. Mr. Speaker, every year fires
and other emergencies take thousands
of lives and destroy property worth bil-
lions of dollars.

Fire fighters help protect the public
against these dangers by rapidly re-
sponding to a variety of emergencies.

They are frequently the first emer-
gency personnel at the scene of a traf-
fic accident or medical emergency and
may be called upon to put out a fire,
treat injuries, or perform other vital
functions. State fire chiefs associations
serve to provide educational resources
to fire fighters, to facilitate the ex-
change of information, to promote re-
gional cooperation between firefighting
entities and to provide professional de-
velopment workshops and training to
all state-wide and regional fire fight-
ers.

These efforts in recent years have
been broadened to include protecting
the homeland. The Illinois Fire Chiefs
Association is dedicated to promoting
excellence in the fire service by pro-
viding the network of information
sharing and opportunities for its di-
verse membership and associated part-
nerships through education, legisla-
tion, and technical means.

The fire chiefs associations help us
do our jobs, which is to serve and pro-
tect the American public. I commend
the Illinois Fire Chiefs Association and
all fire chief associations for their hard
work and dedication. They function for
all of us and in our best interest.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, |
rise today in support of H. Res. 80, which rec-
ognizes the Virginia Fire Chiefs Association on
the occasion of its 75th anniversary and com-
mends the Virginia Fire Chief's Association for
being an annual sponsor of the Mid-Atlantic
Expo and Symposium.

Fire chiefs throughout the Nation provide
decisive leadership that is key to the success
of America’s firefighters and first responders.
The fire chief's associations in each State play
a critical role in coordinating this important ef-
fort. Their members are literally on the front
lines of the homeland security effort, ready to
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respond in a moment’s notice to crisis situa-
tions anywhere in America.

| have been able to witness the firm dedica-
tion and guidance the fire chiefs in my con-
gressional district have provided. Unfortu-
nately, their selfless efforts largely go unno-
ticed, which is why | am pleased the House is
taking this opportunity to recognize the Vir-
ginia Fire Chiefs Association for their great
achievements today.

Mr. Speaker, | applaud Congressman VIRGIL
GOODE of my home State of Virginia for intro-
ducing this important resolution and urge an
“aye” vote.

Mr. GOODE. Mr. Speaker, | offer my strong
support of passing H. Res. 80, which honors
the Virginia Fire Chiefs Association on reach-
ing their 75th anniversary and commends
them for annually hosting the Mid-Atlantic
Expo and Symposium, and honors all Fire
Chiefs Associations across the United States
of America for their hard work on behalf of the
all citizens in this country. The Virginia Fire
Chiefs Association serves as an outstanding
model for the importance that fire chiefs asso-
ciations serve in our country, while confronted
with new challenges facing fire services in en-
suring the safety of our citizens and in pro-
tecting our homeland. | congratulate the Vir-
ginia Fire Chiefs Association on reaching its
75th Anniversary. | hope that all will vote for
H. Res. 80, the Virginia Fire Chiefs Resolu-
tion, and hope the U.S. House of Representa-
tives will support this resolution and pass it
today.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
DENT) that the House suspend the rules
and agree to the resolution, H. Res. 80,
as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the reso-
lution, as amended, was agreed to.

The title of the resolution was
amended so as to read: ‘“‘A resolution
commending fire chiefs associations.”.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 6:30 p.m.

Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 7 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until approximately 6:30 p.m.
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. BURGESS) at 6 o’clock and
30 minutes p.m.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
EDUCATION AND THE WORK-
FORCE TO HAVE UNTIL 5 P.M.
FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 2005 TO
FILE REPORT ON H.R. 27, JOB
TRAINING IMPROVEMENT ACT

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce
may have until 5 p.m. on Friday, Feb-
ruary 25, 2005, to file a report to accom-
pany H.R. 27.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings
will resume on motions to suspend the
rules previously postponed.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

House Concurrent Resolution 25, by
the yeas and nays;

H.R. 324, by the yeas and nays.

———

RECOGNIZING CONTRIBUTIONS OF
“GREENSBORO FOUR” TO THE
CIVIL RIGHTS MOVEMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the
concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res. 25.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
DENT) that the House suspend the rules
and agree to the concurrent resolution,
H. Con. Res. 25, on which the yeas and
nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 424, nays 0,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 32]

YEAS—424
Abercrombie Bonilla Carson
Ackerman Bonner Carter
Aderholt Bono Case
AKkin Boozman Castle
Alexander Boren Chabot
Allen Boswell Chandler
Baca Boucher Chocola
Bachus Boustany Clay
Baker Boyd Cleaver
Baldwin Bradley (NH) Clyburn
Barrett (SC) Brady (PA) Coble
Barrow Brady (TX) Cole (OK)
Bartlett (MD) Brown (OH) Conaway
Barton (TX) Brown (S0) Conyers
Bass Brown, Corrine Cooper
Bean Brown-Waite, Costa
Beauprez Ginny Costello
Becerra Burgess Cox
Berkley Burton (IN) Cramer
Berman Butterfield Crenshaw
Berry Buyer Crowley
Biggert Calvert Cubin
Bilirakis Camp Cuellar
Bishop (GA) Cannon Culberson
Bishop (NY) Cantor Cummings
Bishop (UT) Capito Cunningham
Blackburn Capps Davis (AL)
Blumenauer Capuano Davis (CA)
Blunt Cardin Davis (FL)
Boehlert Cardoza Davis (IL)
Boehner Carnahan Davis (KY)
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Davis (TN)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Emanuel
Emerson
Engel
English (PA)
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Feeney
Ferguson
Filner
Fitzpatrick (PA)
Flake
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall
Harman
Harris
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth
Higgins
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hostettler
Hoyer
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis (SC)
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
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Jenkins
Jindal
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
McCarthy
McCaul (TX)
McCollum (MN)
McCotter
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McMorris
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Menendez
Mica
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy
Murtha
Musgrave
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nunes

Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pearce
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Poe
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reyes
Reynolds
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sanders
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz (PA)
Schwarz (MI)
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Sodrel
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stearns
Strickland
Sullivan
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
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Taylor (NC) Van Hollen Westmoreland
Terry Velazquez Wexler
Thomas Visclosky Whitfield
Thompson (CA) Walden (OR) Wicker
Thompson (MS) Walsh Wilson (NM)
Thornberry Wasserman Wilson (SC)
Tiahrt Schultz Wolf
Tiberi Watson
Tierney Watt gﬁolsey
Towns Waxman
Turner Weiner Wynn
Udall (CO) Weldon (FL) Young (AK)
Udall (NM) Weldon (PA) Young (FL)
Upton Weller

NOT VOTING—9
Andrews Hulshof Stupak
Baird Miller (FL) Wamp
Eshoo Stark Waters

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURGESS) (during the vote). Members
are advised 2 minutes remain in this
vote.

[ 1855

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——————

ARTHUR STACEY MASTRAPA POST
OFFICE BUILDING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 324.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
DENT) that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, H.R. 324, on which the
yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 420, nays 0,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 33]

YEAS—420
Abercrombie Boozman Chocola
Ackerman Boren Clay
Aderholt Boswell Cleaver
AKkin Boucher Clyburn
Alexander Boustany Coble
Allen Boyd Cole (OK)
Baca Bradley (NH) Conaway
Bachus Brady (PA) Conyers
Baker Brady (TX) Cooper
Baldwin Brown (OH) Costa
Barrett (SC) Brown (SC) Costello
Barrow Brown, Corrine Cox
Bartlett (MD) Brown-Waite, Cramer
Barton (TX) Ginny Crenshaw
Bass Burgess Cubin
Bean Burton (IN) Cuellar
Beauprez Butterfield Culberson
Becerra Buyer Cummings
Berkley Calvert Cunningham
Berman Camp Davis (AL)
Berry Cannon Davis (CA)
Biggert Cantor Dayvis (FL)
Bilirakis Capito Dayvis (IL)
Bishop (GA) Capps Davis (KY)
Bishop (NY) Capuano Davis (TN)
Bishop (UT) Cardin Davis, Jo Ann
Blackburn Cardoza Dayvis, Tom
Blumenauer Carnahan Deal (GA)
Blunt Carson DeFazio
Boehlert Carter Delahunt
Boehner Case DeLauro
Bonilla Castle DeLay
Bonner Chabot Dent
Bono Chandler Diaz-Balart, L.

Diaz-Balart, M.
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Emanuel
Emerson
Engel
English (PA)
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Feeney
Ferguson
Filner
Fitzpatrick (PA)
Flake
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall
Harman
Harris
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth
Higgins
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hostettler
Hoyer
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis (SC)
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
Jindal
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly

Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
McCarthy
McCaul (TX)
McCollum (MN)
McCotter
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McMorris
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Menendez
Mica
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy
Musgrave
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nunes
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
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Payne
Pearce
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Poe
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reyes
Reynolds
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sanders
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz (PA)
Schwarz (MI)
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Sodrel
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stearns
Strickland
Sullivan
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
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Upton Watt Wicker
Van Hollen Waxman Wilson (NM)
Velazquez Weiner Wilson (SC)
Visclosky Weldon (FL) Wolf
Walden (OR) Weldon (PA) Woolsey
Walsh Weller Wu
Wasserman Westmoreland Wynn
Schultz Wexler Young (AK)
Watson Whitfield Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—13
Andrews Fattah Stupak
Baird Hulshof Wamp
Crowley Miller (FL) Waters
DeGette Murtha
Eshoo Stark

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURGESS) (during the vote). Members
are advised there are 2 minutes remain-
ing in the vote.
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 310, BROADCAST DECENCY
ENFORCEMENT ACT OF 2005

Mr. GINGREY, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 109-6) on the resolution (H.
Res. 95) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 310) to increase the pen-
alties for violations by television and
radio broadcasters of the prohibitions
against transmission of obscene, inde-
cent, and profane material, and for
other purposes, which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

———

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
S. 5, CLASS ACTION FAIRNESS
ACT OF 2005

Mr. GINGREY, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 109-7) on the resolution (H.
Res. 96) providing for consideration of
the Senate bill (S. 5) to amend the pro-
cedures that apply to consideration of
interstate class actions to assure fairer
outcomes for class members and de-
fendants, and for other purposes, which
was referred to the House Calendar and
ordered to be printed.

————

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
COMMISSION ON SECURITY AND
COOPERATION IN EUROPE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to 22 U.S.C. 3003 note, and the order
of the House of January 4, 2005, the
Chair announces the Speaker’s ap-
pointment of the following Members of
the House to the Commission on Secu-
rity and Cooperation in Europe:

Mr. SMITH, New Jersey, Cochairman,

Mr. WoLF, Virginia,

Mr. P1TTS, Pennsylvania,
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Mr. ADERHOLT, Alabama,
Mr. PENCE, Indiana.

—————

STABBING VETERANS IN THE
BACK

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, this is National Salute to
Hospital Veterans Week, and just on
Sunday I had the opportunity to visit
my veterans hospital in our commu-
nity in Houston, visiting veterans and
speaking to them and thanking them
for their service.

Mr. Speaker, not one of them, not
one of them had one moment of regret
for the service to their Nation. That is
why I stand here today to read the
words of Al Marlowe, the 75-year-old,
eighty district commander for 17 Hous-
ton-area American Legion posts: ‘‘It’s
a stab in the back,” he says. “‘It’s stab
in the back,” says Marlowe, 75, a Ko-
rean War veteran. ‘‘This is what they
do behind closed doors in Washington if
you want the real truth.”

It is a stab in the back because we
have cut veterans benefits. We are ask-
ing them to enhance the copay of vet-
erans who have served this country.
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When they served, we promised them
benefits for life. It seems a shame on
this House if we cannot come together
and establish priorities and begin to
give back to veterans who have given
to this Nation.

This is a national salute to veterans
who are hospitalized, Mr. Speaker, but
there are many more veterans who
come to outpatient clinics at veterans
hospitals all over America. It is time
to stop stabbing them in the back and
provide them the lifetime benefit for
serving this country.

——

INTRODUCTION OF THE DAWSON
COMMUNITY FAMILY PROTEC-
TION ACT OF 2005

(Mr. CUMMINGS asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
tonight to announce the fact that I in-
troduce tonight the Dawson Commu-
nity Family Protection Act of 2005.

In my district in Baltimore, unfortu-
nately, about 2 years ago we had A
family of seven incinerated in the mid-
dle of the night because they wanted to
cooperate with the police, and drug
thugs made a decision that they would
burn them up instead of allowing them
to cooperate with the police.

The Dawson Family Community Pro-
tection Act would require the director
of National Drug Control Policy to di-
rect each year a minimum of $5 million
in HIDTA funds to support HIDTA ini-
tiatives aimed at increasing safety and
encouraging cooperation in neighbor-
hoods like the Dawson’s.
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SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURGESS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

————

SMART SECURITY AND IRAQ’S
ELECTIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I am be-
ginning to lose count of the number of
reasons why we went to war in Iraq.
First it was because Saddam Hussein
was closely linked to al Qaeda, the ter-
rorist group that conducted the ter-
rorist attacks in New York on Sep-
tember 11.

After that theory was disproved, the
reason for going to war became the im-
minent and immediate threat that Sad-
dam posed to the United States. Ac-
cording to the White House, Saddam
possessed stockpiles of nuclear and bio-
logical weapons.

When we learned that Saddam’s nu-
clear weapons program had actually
been dismantled after the 1991 Gulf
War, which was a full 12 years ago
when the U.S. began its first invasion
of Iraq, the Bush administration
changed its rationale yet again. This
time the reason for going to war was
for the very cause of democracy itself,
to bring democracy to the Iraqi people.

Some have said that Iraq’s recent
elections are the very embodiment of
Iraq’s quick embrace of democracy. It
is important right now to commend the
brave b8 percent of registered Iraqis
who voted in these elections, voted to
select the legislators who will write
the Iraqi constitution.

In fact, Iraq’s voter turnout was
higher than the turnout in most Amer-
ican elections. Believe me, the people
who live in my congressional district,
Marin and Sonoma Counties, north of
San Francisco, across the Golden Gate
Bridge, know how important elections
are to Kkeeping a viable and vital de-
mocracy in a country. In last Novem-
ber’s election, we voted with a record
89.5 percent of registered voters turn-
ing out.

Sadly, despite Iraq’s elections, the
Middle East is as unstable as it has
ever been. The war in Iragq has made
Iraq a more violent and unstable place,
making America less secure from the
threat of terrorism by creating a ter-
rorist breeding ground in a country
that had never been a haven for ter-
rorist groups like al Qaeda in the first
place.

Some members of the Bush adminis-
tration have expressed their dis-
appointment with the high Shiite turn-
out of Iraq’s elections, fearing that sig-
nificant participation by religious
Muslims may lead to the creation of an
overly religious Iraqi constitution, but
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that is the danger, the danger risked
by invading a country when you will
not admit the real reason you are there
in the first place.

Are we there to stabilize Iraq so we
can control their oil resources? Are we
there to force our notions of democracy
onto the Iraqi people? Or are we there
to honor the Iraqi voters, voters who
went to the polls because they want to
control their own destiny?

The most important thing to recog-
nize is that Iraq will not resemble the
United States, and Iraq’s constitution
will not be an updated version of our
own. Mr. Speaker, it has become clear
that we cannot keep our troops sta-
tioned halfway around the world with
the hope that Iraq will become a Mid-
dle Eastern version of the United
States.

But the elections do demonstrate
that the Iraqi people are prepared to
manage their own affairs. That is why,
now that Iraq’s elections are com-
pleted, the United States must ensure
that the people of Iraq control their
own affairs as the country transitions
towards democracy.

We can do this by supporting the
Iraqi people, not through our military,
but through international cooperation
to help rebuild Iraq’s economic and
physical infrastructure.

We owe this to the people of Iraaq,
who are being killed by the thousands.
We owe it to our troops who are sitting
ducks for the terrorists, and we owe it
to the nearly 1,500 American troops
who have died in this ill-conceived mis-
adventure, as well as the 11,000 who
have been severely wounded.

To help the situation in Iraq, I have
introduced H. Con. Res. 35, which is
legislation that will help Iraq secure
its own future and ensure that Amer-
ica’s role in Iraq actually does make
America safer. So far, 27 of my House
colleagues have signed on as cospon-
sors of this important legislation.

My plan for Iraq is part of a larger
strategy that I call SMART security,
which is a Sensible Multilateral Amer-
ican Response to Terrorism that will
ensure America’s security by relying
on smarter politics.

Mr. Speaker, let me be clear; we
should not abandon Iraq. There is still
a critical role for the United States in
providing the developmental aid that
can help create a robust civil society,
build schools and water processing
plants, and ensure that Iraq’s economic
infrastructure becomes fully viable.

Instead of troops, we need to send
scientists, educators, urban planners
and constitutional experts to help re-
build Iraq’s flagging economic and
physical infrastructure.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. PRICE) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PRICE of Georgia addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)
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EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER
TIME

Mr. OSBORNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take the time of
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
PRICE).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Nebraska?

There was no objection.

———

INTRODUCTION OF THE FEDERAL
YOUTH COORDINATION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. OSBORNE) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. OSBORNE. Mr. Speaker, I spent
a good part of my life in coaching,
dealing with young people, and not
long ago, I had a call from a young
man whom I had not heard from for
about 7 or 8 years.

This young man was abandoned by
his father in infancy and then by his
mother when he was 12, and he spent
basically 2 years on his own on the
streets, and he spent some time in a
group home and, needless to say, had a
very difficult life. Maybe things are
getting a little better now, but unfor-
tunately, this story is not unusual. It
happens more and more frequently.

The National Academy of Sciences
estimates that 10 million teens, which
is one-fourth of our teenagers, are at
serious risk of not achieving a produc-
tive adulthood. There are 22 million fa-
therless children in our country. Fifty
percent of our children currently grow
up without both biological parents. We
are the most violent Nation in the
world for Nations that are not at war
for young people in regard to homicide
and suicide. We have 3 million teen-
agers addicted to alcohol and hundreds
of thousands addicted to other kinds of
drugs.

I would submit, Mr. Speaker, that
this level of dysfunction among our
young people is a greater threat to the
long-term well-being of our Nation
than terrorism. That is an extreme
statement, but I really believe it is
true.

The Federal Government has re-
sponded to this problem by creating
more than 150 youth-serving programs
spread over 12 agencies. Most of these
programs are in Health and Human
Services, Department of Education, De-
partment of Justice.

The problem is that many of these
programs are duplicative. Most have
not been evaluated for effectiveness.
Many of them do not serve the function
for which they were designed. Many
have no clear mission or goals. There is
often little communication between
agencies and programs, and there is un-
necessary complexity in obtaining
youth services. For instance, someone
in foster care may have to deal with
four or five different agencies, and for
a young person in foster care that is al-
most impossible to negotiate.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

The General Accounting Office calls
Federal response to youth programs a
perfect example of ‘‘mission frag-
mentation,” and it recommends coordi-
nation, consolidation and streamlining
of youth-serving programs.

The White House Task Force on Dis-
advantaged Youth did a study and they
arrived at a similar conclusion, that we
had a tremendous amount of dysfunc-
tion and disorganization in our youth-
serving programs.

Therefore, at the request of numer-
ous youth-serving agencies, we have
drafted the Federal Youth Coordina-
tion Act which will be introduced to-
morrow. This bill creates a council
composed of members of all 12 youth-
serving agencies. This council will
have to meet at least four times a year.
The Council will be charged with basi-
cally five different tasks.

Number 1, they will be asked to
evaluate youth-serving programs to
make sure they are accomplishing
what they were designed to do.

Number 2, they are charged with co-
ordinating and consolidating across
agencies. In many cases, the way the
language of the bill is written, they
cannot even talk to each other if they
are in different agencies.

Number 3, provide an annual report
on progress on coordination, stream-
lining and consolidation.

Number 4, set quantifiable goals for
Federal youth programs and develop a
plan to reach those goals. In other
words, they have to, in some way,
quantify and measure what it is they
are trying to do and how far they have
gone in achieving those goals.

Number 5, hold Federal agencies ac-
countable for achieving results.

I would ask my colleagues to please
support the Federal Youth Coordina-
tion Act. This bill will help the Federal
Government deliver more services
more effectively to a greater number of
children. It will be more cost-effective,
and I hope that it will receive broad bi-
partisan support.

———
ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to take my
time out of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

COMMENDING MASTER SERVICE
AGREEMENT BETWEEN R.R.
DONNELLEY AND ALL PRINTING
GRAPHICS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise today to commend R.R. Donnelley
& Sons Company for being a leader in
minority business development by en-
tering a multiyear master service
agreement with All Printing and
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Graphics Incorporated, a certified mi-
nority business enterprise headed by
Mr. Hoyett Owens.

This agreement goes beyond the ordi-
nary tier one vendor relationship and
creates a new model that encompasses
the spirit of minority business develop-
ment. This alliance enables an impor-
tant minority-owned business in Chi-
cago to draw on R.R. Donnelley’s man-
ufacturing, information technology
and product development resources,
making All Printing and Graphics one
of the leading minority-owned printing
companies in the country.

R.R. Donnelley is a premier, full-
service global print provider and the
largest printing company in North
America. It was founded 140 years ago
and serves the largest companies in the
world through a comprehensive range
of verifiable printing services and mar-
ket-specific solutions.

All Printing and Graphics provides
award-winning graphic design and im-
printing services. Under the leadership
of Mr. Hoyett Owens, it developed from
a small printing company to a multi-
million-dollar business that was se-
lected by Chicago’s Civic Committee of
Inner City Business Development and
the city of Chicago for a unique pro-
gram connecting strong minority com-
panies with large corporations.

The relationship between R.R.
Donnelley & Sons Company and All
Printing and Graphics, Incorporated,
can serve as an example of a possible
solution to the problems facing small
businesses.

There are an estimated 25 million
small businesses in America. They em-
ploy half of our workers that account
for half of our gross domestic product
and create three out of every four new
jobs. Small businesses have and will
continue to pull the U.S. economy out
of recession. They anchor our neighbor-
hoods, employ and train our workers,
and take care of our families. They are
the reason that the United States econ-
omy has consistently been known as
the strongest in the world.

Despite all of their contributions,
they still have many problems and face
many barriers, access to capital, oppor-
tunity for new markets.

The agreement between R.R.
Donnelley and All Printing and Graph-
ics is an example of something called
BusinessLINC, where a major business
links with a smaller business in order
to provide not only resources but also
technical assistance and open markets
for the smaller unit.

O 1930

And so I commend R.R. Donnelley
and All Printing and Graphics as an ex-
ample of how to strengthen and de-
velop small business enterprises in this
country and make sure that small busi-
nesses continue to grow, thrive and de-
velop.

—————

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURGESS). Under a previous order of
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the House, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

(Mr. ROHRABACHER addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

————

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER
TIME

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take the time of
the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROHRABACHER).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

————
DRUG PRICES IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
tonight to talk about an issue that is
not new to this Congress and certainly
is not new to the American people, and
that is the price that Americans pay
for prescription drugs relative to the
rest of the industrialized world.

I started this pilgrimage about 5 or 6
years ago. Many Members do not know
how I got involved in this, but the
issue that got me involved was the
price of pigs. Because about 5% years
ago, the price of live hogs in the United
States collapsed. It dropped from about
$37 per hundred-weight down to about
$7 per hundred-weight. So these farm-
ers started to call me and say, Can’t
you do something about this, Congress-
man? And I said, Well, I don’t know
what we can do. They said, At least can
you stop all these Canadian pigs from
coming across our border making our
market even more difficult?

So I did what any good Congressman
would do, I called the Secretary of Ag-
riculture, I called the Secretary of
Commerce, and essentially I got the
same answer. And the answer was:
Well, that’s called NAFTA. That’s
called free trade. We have open bor-
ders. I said, You mean we have open
borders when it comes to pork bellies
but not open borders when it comes to
Prilosec? And the Secretary of Com-
merce literally said to me, Well, I
guess that’s right. I said, Well, that
doesn’t sound right to me.

So I got some charts and started
comparing what Americans pay for
drugs compared to Canada and Europe,
and I started bringing these charts
down to the floor of the House and
talking about those differences and
saying essentially that if we are going
to have open markets that our farmers
have to compete with, then the big
pharmaceutical companies ought to
have to compete as well.

Last year, I had a chart from Ger-
many, and we have some relationships
now with some of the pharmacies
around the world, and they give us reg-
ular prices in terms of what they are
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charging for the drugs. Last year, the
difference between Germany and the
United States, depending on how you
look at it, about a 40 percent dif-
ference.

Over the last year, the price of the
American dollar has declined by over 20
percent relative to the Euro. So when
we got these charts, I was afraid the
differences would have all but evapo-
rated. Lo and behold, the prices are
even more exaggerated today than they
were a year ago. In other words, prices
here in the United States, the differen-
tial is even greater today than it was a
year ago, even though the value of the
dollar has declined by 20 percent.

Let me give a couple of examples of
drugs people might recognize. One is
the drug Nexium, the new purple pill.
At the local pharmacy in Rochester,
Minnesota, a 30-day supply of Nexium,
20 milligrams, is $145. You can buy that
same package of Nexium at the Metro-
politan Pharmacy in Frankfurt, Ger-
many for $60.25.

Norvasc, 30 tablets, $54.83 in the
United States, $19.31 over in Germany.

But here is one that really got our
attention: Zocor. In the United States,
$85.39; in Germany, $23.83. What is in-
teresting there is we negotiate and get
good deals for Federal employees. The
Federal copay right now for Zocor is
$30. In other words, you can buy it
walking in off the street with a pre-
scription in Frankfurt, Germany,
cheaper than you can the copay for
Federal employees.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to serve no-
tice tonight that this issue is not going
to go away, I am not going to go away,
and the people of not only my State
but people all over the country are
only demanding we get fair prices. We
as Americans subsidize the pharma-
ceutical industry in three separate
ways. First of all, we pay for a big
share of the research. This year we will
spend about 27 billion taxpayer dollars
to fund basic research and research in
drugs and chemicals and so forth to de-
termine what might work. And many
of those things are given to the phar-
maceutical industry, essentially, and
then they patent those drugs. So we do
subsidize a big part of their research.

Second, we subsidize them through
the Tax Code. Literally, they write off
all the costs they have for research. In
fact, in some cases they get tax credits,
research and development tax credits.

Finally, we subsidize them through
the prices we pay.

Now, I believe in patents, and I do
not believe anybody should be stealing
other people’s patents. And I do not be-
lieve that we as Americans should es-
cape paying our fair share for the cost
of these drugs. I think it is fair we pay
our fair share. I think we should sub-
sidize the people in sub-Saharan Africa,
for example. But I do not think Ameri-
cans should be forced to continue to
subsidize the starving Swiss and the
starving Germans and the people in the
industrialized world.

It is time Americans have access to
world-class drugs at world market
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prices. I hope my colleagues will go to
my Web site at gil.house.gov. We have
a site there with great charts and a lot
of information. If people will just study
this, be objective, I think they will
come to the same conclusion, that it is
time to open up markets for the phar-
maceutical companies the way our
farmers have to compete in a world
marketplace.

PRESIDENT’S BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
last week, President Bush delivered to
Congress his proposed Federal budget.
In the coming months, Democrats and
Republicans in Congress will debate
budget proposals largely based on di-
vergent cardinal moral values. We will
debate budget cuts that represent more
than just program scale-backs. The
President’s proposed cuts to vital gov-
ernment programs are reflective of dif-
ferences in core philosophies on the
role of our government in serving our
people.

Budgets are moral documents that
reveal the fundamental priorities of a
person, of a household, of a govern-
ment. The President’s ‘‘every man for
himself”’ budget disregards millions of
Americans and undercuts our Nation’s
values. There is no better example of
where Democratic and Republican val-
ues diverge than Medicaid. The Presi-
dent claims he only wants to cut pro-
grams that are not getting results or
that duplicate current efforts or that
do not fulfill essential priorities.

So which of these is Medicaid? There
is no question it is getting results. It
operates at a lower cost than private
health insurance, in spite of what my
friends on the other side of the aisle
like to say about Medicaid. In fact, pri-
vate health insurance has grown his-
torically at 12.6 percent a year; Medi-
care costs have grown at 7.1 percent a
year; and Medicaid has grown at 4.5
percent a year. So government-deliv-
ered health care through Medicare and
through Medicaid has been signifi-
cantly more efficient than wasteful,
profitable private insurance.

There is no duplication here, because
Medicaid is the only program of its
kind. It fulfills an essential priority. It
is the sole source of nursing home care
for five million seniors living in pov-
erty.

The President knows that Medicaid
is already running on fumes, but he
made a choice. He chose more tax cuts
for the wealthiest 1 percent of Ameri-
cans instead of providing for subsist-
ence care for America’s seniors. He
chose tax cuts for the most privileged
Americans instead of subsistence care
for America’s seniors through Med-
icaid. Different priorities reflecting a
different set of moral values.
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Medicaid provides health coverage to
52 million Americans, including rough-
ly 1.7 million in the home State of my-
self and the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. KAPTUR). It is the only source of
coverage for one in four of Ohio’s chil-
dren. It provides 70 percent of the nurs-
ing home funding in Ohio, as it does in
most States.

The Bush plan cuts $60 billion out of
Medicaid over the next 10 years. Dif-
ferent priorities reflecting a different
set of moral values.

These cuts mean kicking seniors out
of nursing homes. And the President’s
plan, in addition to doing that, shifts
tens of billions of dollars in costs to
States like Ohio. He gives a tax break
to the wealthiest people in the coun-
try, then he shifts costs by cutting
spending in Ohio and the other 49
States, all of which have to make up
for that to take care of Medicaid.

The President cannot eliminate basic
needs by ignoring them. He cannot
eliminate the need for nursing home
care by ignoring it or by shifting re-
sponsibility to the States. In the short
run, his budget cuts will create vic-
tims; in the long run, they will force
the States to spend more.

And who will have to cover these
costs? Students will pay as a result of
the Bush tax cuts for the wealthy and
Medicaid cuts. Students in my State,
and every State, will pay through high-
er tuition; homeowners will pay
through higher property taxes; con-
sumers will pay through higher sales
taxes; workers will pay through higher
income taxes, all to make up for the
President’s tax cuts for the wealthy in
Washington and cuts in Medicaid to
the States.

Medicaid has always been a partner-
ship between Federal and State govern-
ments. Cutting the Federal share hurts
our families and our communities and
our States and our country. We can
give up many things, Mr. Speaker, in
the name of shared sacrifice, but com-
mon sense should not be one of them.
The President’s ‘“‘every man for him-
self”” budget neglects our communities
and betrays our values as a Nation.

—————

PUBLICATION OF THE RULES OF

THE COMMITTEE ON ENERGY
AND COMMERCE, 109TH CON-
GRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 2(a)2 of Rule XI of the Rules of
the House of Representatives, | hereby submit
the Rules of the Committee on Energy and
Commerce for the 109th Congress for publica-
tion in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. The Com-
mittee adopted Rules on February 2, 2005,
and amended the Rules on February 9, 2005,
both in meetings that were open to the public.

RULES FOR THE COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND

COMMERCE

Rule 1. General Provisions. (a) Rules of the

Committee. The Rules of the House are the
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rules of the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce (hereinafter the ‘‘Committee’’) and its
subcommittees so far as is applicable, except
that a motion to recess from day to day, and
a motion to dispense with the first reading
(in full) of a bill or resolution, if printed cop-
ies are available, is nondebatable and privi-
leged in the Committee and its subcommit-
tees.

(b) Rules of the Subcommittees. Each sub-
committee of the Committee is part of the
Committee and is subject to the authority
and direction of the Committee and to its
rules so far as applicable. Written rules
adopted by the Committee, not inconsistent
with the Rules of the House, shall be binding
on each subcommittee of the Committee.

Rule 2. Time and Place of Meetings. (a)
Regular Meeting Days. The Committee shall
meet on the fourth Tuesday of each month
at 10 a.m., for the consideration of bills, res-
olutions, and other business, if the House is
in session on that day. If the House is not in
session on that day and the Committee has
not met during such month, the Committee
shall meet at the earliest practicable oppor-
tunity when the House is again in session.
The chairman of the Committee may, at his
discretion, cancel, delay, or defer any meet-
ing required under this section, after con-
sultation with the ranking minority mem-
ber.

(b) Additional Meetings. The chairman
may call and convene, as he considers nec-
essary, additional meetings of the Com-
mittee for the consideration of any bill or
resolution pending before the Committee or
for the conduct of other Committee business.
The Committee shall meet for such purposes
pursuant to that call of the chairman.

( ¢) Vice Chairmen; Presiding Member. The
chairman shall designate a member of the
majority party to serve as vice chairman of
the Committee, and shall designate a major-
ity member of each subcommittee to serve
as vice chairman of each subcommittee. The
vice chairman of the Committee or sub-
committee, as the case may be, shall preside
at any meeting or hearing during the tem-
porary absence of the chairman. If the chair-
man and vice chairman of the Committee or
subcommittee are not present at any meet-
ing or hearing, the ranking member of the
majority party who is present shall preside
at the meeting or hearing.

(d) Open Meetings and Hearings. Except as
provided by the Rules of the House, each
meeting of the Committee or any of its sub-
committees for the transaction of business,
including the markup of legislation, and
each hearing, shall be open to the public in-
cluding to radio, television and still photog-
raphy coverage, consistent with the provi-
sions of Rule XI of the Rules of the House.

Rule 3. Agenda. The agenda for each Com-
mittee or subcommittee meeting (other than
a hearing), setting out the date, time, place,
and all items of business to be considered,
shall be provided to each member of the
Committee at least 36 hours in advance of
such meeting.

Rule 4. Procedure. (a)(1) Hearings. The
date, time, place, and subject matter of any
hearing of the Committee or any of its sub-
committees shall be announced at least one
week in advance of the commencement of
such hearing, unless the Committee or sub-
committee determines in accordance with
clause 2(g)(3) of Rule XI of the Rules of the
House that there is good cause to begin the
hearing sooner.

(2)(A) Meetings. The date, time, place, and
subject matter of any meeting (other than a
hearing) scheduled on a Tuesday, Wednesday,
or Thursday when the House will be in ses-
sion, shall be announced at least 36 hours
(exclusive of Saturdays, Sundays, and legal
holidays except when the House is in session
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on such days) in advance of the commence-
ment of such meeting.

(3) Motions. Pursuant to clause 1(a)(2) of
rule XI of the Rules of the House, privileged
motions to recess from day to day, or recess
subject to the call of the Chair (within 24
hours), and to dispense with the first reading
(in full) of a bill or resolution if printed cop-
ies are available shall be decided without de-
bate.

(B) Other Meetings. The date, time, place,
and subject matter of a meeting (other than
a hearing or a meeting to which subpara-
graph (A) applies) shall be announced at
least 72 hours in advance of the commence-
ment of such meeting.

(b)(1) Requirements for Testimony. Each
witness who is to appear before the Com-
mittee or a subcommittee shall file with the
clerk of the Committee, at least two working
days in advance of his or her appearance, suf-
ficient copies, as determined by the chair-
man of the Committee or a subcommittee, of
a written statement of his or her proposed
testimony to provide to members and staff of
the Committee or subcommittee, the news
media, and the general public. Each witness
shall, to the greatest extent practicable, also
provide a copy of such written testimony in
an electronic format prescribed by the chair-
man. Each witness shall 1limit his or her oral
presentation to a brief summary of the argu-
ment. The chairman of the Committee or of
a subcommittee, or the presiding member,
may waive the requirements of this para-
graph or any part thereof.

(2) Additional Requirements for Testi-
mony. To the greatest extent practicable,
the written testimony of each witness ap-
pearing in a non-governmental capacity
shall include a curriculum vitae and a disclo-
sure of the amount and source (by agency
and program) of any federal grant (or sub
grant thereof) or contract (or subcontract
thereof) received during the current fiscal
year or either of the two preceding fiscal
years by the witness or by an entity rep-
resented by the witness.

(c)(1) Questioning Witnesses. The right to
interrogate the witnesses before the Com-
mittee or any of its subcommittees shall al-
ternate between majority and minority
members. Each member shall be limited to 5
minutes in the interrogation of witnesses
until such time as each member who so de-
sires has had an opportunity to question wit-
nesses. No member shall be recognized for a
second period of 5 minutes to interrogate a
witness until each member of the Committee
present has been recognized once for that
purpose. While the Committee or sub-
committee is operating under the 5-minute
rule for the interrogation of witnesses, the
chairman shall recognize in order of appear-
ance members who were not present when
the meeting was called to order after all
members who were present when the meeting
was called to order have been recognized in
the order of seniority on the Committee or
subcommittee, as the case may be.

(2) Questions for the Record. Each member
may submit to the Chairman of the Com-
mittee or the subcommittee additional ques-
tions for the record, to be answered by the
witnesses who have appeared. Each member
shall provide a copy of the questions in an
electronic format to the clerk of the Com-
mittee no later than ten business days fol-
lowing a hearing. The Chairman shall trans-
mit all questions received from members of
the Committee or the subcommittee to the
appropriate witness, and include the trans-
mittal letter and the responses from the wit-
nesses in the hearing record.

(d) Explanation of Subcommittee Action.
No bill, recommendation, or other matter re-
ported by a subcommittee shall be consid-
ered by the full Committee unless the text of
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the matter reported, together with an expla-
nation, has been available to members of the
Committee for at least 36 hours. Such expla-
nation shall include a summary of the major
provisions of the legislation, an explanation
of the relationship of the matter to present
law, and a summary of the need for the legis-
lation. All subcommittee actions shall be re-
ported promptly by the clerk of the Com-
mittee to all members of the Committee.

(e) Opening Statements. (1) All written
opening statements at hearings conducted by
the Committee or any of its subcommittees
shall be made part of the permanent hearing
record.

(2) Statements shall be limited to 5 min-
utes each for the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member (or their respective designee)
of the Committee or subcommittee, as appli-
cable, and 3 minutes each for all other mem-
bers. With the consent of the Committee,
prior to the recognition of the first witness
for testimony, any Member, when recognized
for an opening statement, may completely
defer his or her opening statement and in-
stead use those three minutes during the ini-
tial round of questioning.

(3) At any hearing of the full Committee,
the chairman may limit opening statements
for Members (including, at the discretion of
the Chairman, the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member) to one minute. At any hear-
ing conducted by any subcommittee, the
chairman of that subcommittee, with the
consent of its ranking minority member,
may reduce the time for statements by mem-
bers or defer statements until the conclusion
of testimony.

Rule 5. Waiver of Agenda, Notice, and Lay-
over Requirements. Requirements of rules 3,
4(a)(2), and 4(d) may be waived by a majority
of those present and voting (a majority being
present) of the Committee or subcommittee,
as the case may be.

Rule 6. Quorum. Testimony may be taken
and evidence received at any hearing at
which there are present not fewer than two
members of the Committee or subcommittee
in question. A majority of the members of
the Committee shall constitute a quorum for
the purposes of reporting any measure or
matter, of authorizing a subpoena, or of clos-
ing a meeting or hearing pursuant to clause
2(g) of Rule XI of the Rules of the House (ex-
cept as provided in clause 2(g)(2)(A) and (B)).
For the purposes of taking any action other
than those specified in the preceding sen-
tence, one-third of the members of the Com-
mittee or subcommittee shall constitute a
quorum.

Rule 7. Official Committee Records. (a)(1)
Journal. The proceedings of the Committee
shall be recorded in a journal which shall,
among other things, show those present at
each meeting, and include a record of the
vote on any question on which a record vote
is demanded and a description of the amend-
ment, motion, order, or other proposition
voted. A copy of the journal shall be fur-
nished to the ranking minority member.

(2) Record Votes. A record vote may be de-
manded by one-fifth of the members present
or, in the apparent absence of a quorum, by
any one member. No demand for a record
vote shall be made or obtained except for the
purpose of procuring a record vote or in the
apparent absence of a quorum. The result of
each record vote in any meeting of the Com-
mittee shall be made available in the Com-
mittee office for inspection by the public, as
provided in Rule XI, clause 2(e) of the Rules
of the House.

(b) Archived Records. The records of the
Committee at the National Archives and
Records Administration shall be made avail-
able for public use in accordance with Rule
VII of the Rules of the House. The chairman
shall notify the ranking minority member of
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any decision, pursuant to clause 3(b)(3) or
clause 4(b) of the Rule, to withhold a record
otherwise available, and the matter shall be
presented to the Committee for a determina-
tion on the written request of any member of
the Committee. The chairman shall consult
with the ranking minority member on any
communication from the Archivist of the
United States or the Clerk of the House con-
cerning the disposition of noncurrent records
pursuant to clause 3(b) of the Rule.

Rule 8. Subcommittees. There shall be
such standing subcommittees with such ju-
risdiction and size as determined by the ma-
jority party caucus of the Committee. The
jurisdiction, number, and size of the sub-
committees shall be determined by the ma-
jority party caucus prior to the start of the
process for establishing subcommittee chair-
manships and assignments.

Rule 9. Powers and Duties of Subcommit-
tees. Each subcommittee is authorized to
meet, hold hearings, receive testimony,
mark up legislation, and report to the Com-
mittee on all matters referred to it. Sub-
committee chairmen shall set hearing and
meeting dates only with the approval of the
chairman of the Committee with a view to-
ward assuring the availability of meeting
rooms and avoiding simultaneous scheduling
of Committee and subcommittee meetings or
hearings whenever possible.

Rule 10. Reference of Legislation and Other
Matters. All legislation and other matters
referred to the Committee shall be referred
to the subcommittee of appropriate jurisdic-
tion within two weeks of the date of receipt
by the Committee unless action is taken by
the full committee within those two weeks,
or by majority vote of the members of the
Committee, consideration is to be by the full
Committee. In the case of legislation or
other matter within the jurisdiction of more
than one subcommittee, the chairman of the
Committee may, in his discretion, refer the
matter simultaneously to two or more sub-
committees for concurrent consideration, or
may designate a subcommittee of primary
jurisdiction and also refer the matter to one
or more additional subcommittees for con-
sideration in sequence (subject to appro-
priate time limitations), either on its initial
referral or after the matter has been re-
ported by the subcommittee of primary ju-
risdiction. Such authority shall include the
authority to refer such legislation or matter
to an ad hoc subcommittee appointed by the
chairman, with the approval of the Com-
mittee, from the members of the sub-
committee having legislative or oversight
jurisdiction.

Rule 11. Ratio of Subcommittees. The ma-
jority caucus of the Committee shall deter-
mine an appropriate ratio of majority to mi-
nority party members for each sub-
committee and the chairman shall negotiate
that ratio with the minority party, provided
that the ratio of party members on each sub-
committee shall be no less favorable to the
majority than that of the full Committee,
nor shall such ratio provide for a majority of
less than two majority members.

Rule 12. Subcommittee Membership. (a)
Selection of Subcommittee Members. Prior
to any organizational meeting held by the
Committee, the majority and minority cau-
cuses shall select their respective members
of the standing subcommittees.

(b) Ex Officio Members. The chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
shall be ex officio members with voting
privileges of each subcommittee of which
they are not assigned as members and may
be counted for purposes of establishing a
quorum in such subcommittees.

Rule 13. Managing Legislation on the
House Floor. The chairman, in his discre-
tion, shall designate which member shall
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manage legislation reported by the Com-
mittee to the House.

Rule 14. Committee Professional and Cler-
ical Staff Appointments. (a) Delegation of
Staff. Whenever the chairman of the Com-
mittee determines that any professional
staff member appointed pursuant to the pro-
visions of clause 9 of Rule X of the House of
Representatives, who is assigned to such
chairman and not to the ranking minority
member, by reason of such professional staff
member’s expertise or qualifications will be
of assistance to one or more subcommittees
in carrying out their assigned responsibil-
ities, he may delegate such member to such
subcommittees for such purpose. A delega-
tion of a member of the professional staff
pursuant to this subsection shall be made
after consultation with subcommittee chair-
men and with the approval of the sub-
committee chairman or chairmen involved.

(b) Minority Professional Staff. Profes-
sional staff members appointed pursuant to
clause 9 of Rule X of the House of Represent-
atives, who are assigned to the ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee and not to
the chairman of the Committee, shall be as-
signed to such Committee business as the
minority party members of the Committee
consider advisable.

(¢) Additional Staff Appointments. In addi-
tion to the professional staff appointed pur-
suant to clause 9 of Rule X of the House of
Representatives, the chairman of the Com-
mittee shall be entitled to make such ap-
pointments to the professional and clerical
staff of the Committee as may be provided
within the budget approved for such purposes
by the Committee. Such appointee shall be
assigned to such business of the full Com-
mittee as the chairman of the Committee
considers advisable.

(d) Sufficient Staff. The chairman shall en-
sure that sufficient staff is made available to
each subcommittee to carry out its respon-
sibilities under the rules of the Committee.

(e) Fair Treatment of Minority Members in
Appointment of Committee Staff. The chair-
man shall ensure that the minority members
of the Committee are treated fairly in ap-
pointment of Committee staff.

(f) Contracts for Temporary or Intermit-
tent Services. Any contract for the tem-
porary services or intermittent service of in-
dividual consultants or organizations to
make studies or advise the Committee or its
subcommittees with respect to any matter
within their jurisdiction shall be deemed to
have been approved by a majority of the
members of the Committee if approved by
the chairman and ranking minority member
of the Committee. Such approval shall not be
deemed to have been given if at least one-
third of the members of the Committee re-
quest in writing that the Committee for-
mally act on such a contract, if the request
is made within 10 days after the latest date
on which such chairman or chairmen, and
such ranking minority member or members,
approve such contract.

Rule 15. Supervision, Duties of Staff. (a)
Supervision of Majority Staff. The profes-
sional and clerical staff of the Committee
not assigned to the minority shall be under
the supervision and direction of the chair-
man who, in consultation with the chairmen
of the subcommittees, shall establish and as-
sign the duties and responsibilities of such
staff members and delegate such authority
as he determines appropriate.

(b) Supervision of Minority Staff. The pro-
fessional and clerical staff assigned to the
minority shall be under the supervision and
direction of the minority members of the
Committee, who may delegate such author-
ity as they determine appropriate.

Rule 16. Committee Budget. (a) Prepara-
tion of Committee Budget. The chairman of
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the Committee, after consultation with the
ranking minority member of the Committee
and the chairmen of the subcommittees,
shall for the 109th Congress prepare a pre-
liminary budget for the Committee, with
such budget including necessary amounts for
professional and clerical staff, travel, inves-
tigations, equipment and miscellaneous ex-
penses of the Committee and the subcommit-
tees, and which shall be adequate to fully
discharge the Committee’s responsibilities
for legislation and oversight. Such budget
shall be presented by the chairman to the
majority party caucus of the Committee and
thereafter to the full Committee for its ap-
proval.

(b) Approval of the Committee Budget. The
chairman shall take whatever action is nec-
essary to have the budget as finally approved
by the Committee duly authorized by the
House. No proposed Committee budget may
be submitted to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration unless it has been presented to
and approved by the majority party caucus
and thereafter by the full Committee. The
chairman of the Committee may authorize
all necessary expenses in accordance with
these rules and within the limits of the Com-
mittee’s budget as approved by the House.

(c) Monthly Expenditures Report. Com-
mittee members shall be furnished a copy of
each monthly report, prepared by the chair-
man for the Committee on House Adminis-
tration, which shows expenditures made dur-
ing the reporting period and cumulative for
the year by the Committee and subcommit-
tees, anticipated expenditures for the pro-
jected Committee program, and detailed in-
formation on travel.

Rule 17. Broadcasting of Committee Hear-
ings. Any meeting or hearing that is open to
the public may be covered in whole or in part
by radio or television or still photography,
subject to the requirements of clause 4 of
Rule XTI of the Rules of the House. The cov-
erage of any hearing or other proceeding of
the Committee or any subcommittee thereof
by television, radio, or still photography
shall be under the direct supervision of the
chairman of the Committee, the sub-
committee chairman, or other member of
the Committee presiding at such hearing or
other proceeding and may be terminated by
such member in accordance with the Rules of
the House.

Rule 18. Comptroller General Audits. The
chairman of the Committee is authorized to
request verification examinations by the
Comptroller General of the United States
pursuant to Title V, Part A of the Energy
Policy and Conservation Act (Public Law 94—
163), after consultation with the members of
the Committee.

Rule 19. Subpoenas. The Committee, or any
subcommittee, may authorize and issue a
subpoena under clause 2(m)(2)(A) of Rule XI
of the House, if authorized by a majority of
the members of the Committee or sub-
committee (as the case may be) voting, a
quorum being present. Authorized subpoenas
may be issued over the signature of the
chairman of the Committee or any member
designated by the Committee, and may be
served by any person designated by such
chairman or member. The chairman of the
Committee may authorize and issue sub-
poenas under such clause during any period
for which the House has adjourned for a pe-
riod in excess of 3 days when, in the opinion
of the chairman, authorization and issuance
of the subpoena is necessary to obtain the
material set forth in the subpoena. The
chairman shall report to the members of the
Committee on the authorization and
issuance of a subpoena during the recess pe-
riod as soon as practicable but in no event
later than one week after service of such
subpoena.
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Rule 20. Travel of Members and Staff. (a)
Approval of Travel. Consistent with the pri-
mary expense resolution and such additional
expense resolutions as may have been ap-
proved, travel to be reimbursed from funds
set aside for the Committee for any member
or any staff member shall be paid only upon
the prior authorization of the chairman.
Travel may be authorized by the chairman
for any member and any staff member in
connection with the attendance of hearings
conducted by the Committee or any sub-
committee thereof and meetings, con-
ferences, and investigations which involve
activities or subject matter under the gen-
eral jurisdiction of the Committee. Before
such authorization is given there shall be
submitted to the chairman in writing the
following: (1) the purpose of the travel; (2)
the dates during which the travel is to be
made and the date or dates of the event for
which the travel is being made; (3) the loca-
tion of the event for which the travel is to be
made; and (4) the names of members and
staff seeking authorization.

(b) Approval of Travel by Minority Mem-
bers and Staff. In the case of travel by mi-
nority party members and minority party
professional staff for the purpose set out in
(a), the prior approval, not only of the chair-
man but also of the ranking minority mem-
ber, shall be required. Such prior authoriza-
tion shall be given by the chairman only
upon the representation by the ranking mi-
nority member in writing setting forth those
items enumerated in (1), (2), (3), and (4) of
paragraph (a).

——
ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take my time
out of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

———

HISTORY AND SIGNIFICANCE OF
THE C-130J

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, as many
of my colleagues now know, the C-130J
multiyear procurement contract was
canceled in the administration’s recent
budget proposal. I want to spend a few
minutes speaking about the history
and the significance of the C-130 Her-
cules program and why we in Congress
need to continue to fund this crucial
airlift program.

Mr. Speaker, the C-130 aircraft has
been the workhorse of the military’s
tactical airlift fleet for more than 50
years. The versatile Hercules was origi-
nally designed in the 1950s as an as-
sault transport. Over the years, how-
ever, it has been adapted for a variety
of important missions, including spe-
cial operations, close-air support and
air interdiction, mid-air space capsule
recovery, search and rescue missions,
aerial refueling of helicopters, weather
mapping and reconnaissance, elec-
tronic surveillance, firefighting, aerial
spraying, Arctic-Antarctic ice resupply
and natural disaster missions. It has
even landed and taken off from a car-
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rier deck without the benefit of arrest-
ing gears or catapults.

Currently, the Hercules primarily
performs the intra-theater portion of
the Air Force’s tactical airlift mission.
This medium-range aircraft is capable
of operating from rough dirt strips and
is the prime transport for paratroop
and equipment drops into hostile areas,
including Iraq and Afghanistan.

Currently, more than half the fleet of
combat delivery C-130s is over 30 years
old. Although their longevity is clearly
a testament to the value of these cru-
cial aircraft, we should be very con-
cerned that the C-130 E and H models
continue to age at alarming rates, put-
ting our tactical airlift capability at
risk in the near term.

In fact, yesterday, the Air Force an-
nounced that they are grounding much
of the C-130E models because of severe
fatigue in their wings, including a
dozen that have been flying missions in
and out of Iraq and Afghanistan. Mr.
Speaker, some of these planes were
used in Vietnam, and we are literally
flying their wings off in the Middle
East.

The Air Force has long anticipated
the aging of the older models, which
only makes it more remarkable that
the multiyear contract to replace these
planes has been carved out of the budg-
et.

Another astonishing fact is that the
Department of Defense will not save
any money. In fact, the perceived sav-
ings generated by the proposed cuts
will unquestionably be consumed by
over $800 million in termination liabil-
ity costs and billions of dollars in in-
creased costs to support aging and less
capable aircraft.

Consequently, this proposal to end
the C-130J program could end up cost-
ing the American taxpayer more than
the cost of completing the multiyear
contract, and it will leave our military
with far less capable planes.

Furthermore, not a single study or
any analysis of the total effect of ter-
minating this program was conducted
prior to the cancellation decision. And
that, Mr. Speaker, is troubling.

0 1945

If left unchecked, this dismantling of
our aerospace manufacturing base will
also come just when subsidized foreign
competitors are jockeying to displace
United States manufacturing. Once
lost, hard-acquired industrial skills
will not easily return to our workforce.
In some cases, they will never come
back. Once the Department of Defense
inevitably realizes they cannot con-
tinue to rebuild old planes, their only
viable option to replace the medium-
range tactical airlift would be to pur-
chase new aircraft from France.

Mr. Speaker, it is important that my
colleagues realize that the C-130J is
not just designed to replace the older
models. In reality, the J model has rev-
olutionized the world of tactical airlift.
In addition to being 15 feet longer, the
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J is faster, more powerful, more reli-
able, easier to maintain, more techno-
logically advanced and capable of fly-
ing higher and farther than ever before.
Today, both U.S. and Allied C-130Js are
performing operational missions in the
Middle East in support of our
warfighters, as well in support of the
tsunami relief effort in Southeast Asia.
The J 1is performing superbly and
testimonials from the pilots using the
new planes have been extremely posi-
tive.

Mr. Speaker, there is a glimmer of
hope that the Department of Defense
has realized the negative implications
of this decision in the short and long
term and may be working to reverse
the decision. But we in Congress must
continue to do everything in our power
to ensure America’s ability to trans-
port troops and supplies and to perform
critical humanitarian missions both
today and in the future.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PRICE of Georgia). Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is recognized for
5 minutes.

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——————

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER
TIME

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take the time of
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
DEFAZIO).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

———

BUDGET AND TRADE DEFICITS
CONTINUE TO RISE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, last week
the President sent his 2006 budget re-
quest to Congress. Just yesterday, he
added to that request for supplemental
funds for fiscal year 2005. His own esti-
mate shows staggering budget deficits
to be handed down to the next genera-
tion, and to many future generations.
In fact, this administration is setting
new world records all over the place.
Not only record budget deficits but
also, importantly, record trade deficits.
In fact, they have now created a two-
headed monster. This administration is
exporting its bankrupt economic poli-
cies around the world through failed
trade policies. Just look at the num-
bers. Never has America had trade defi-
cits over one-half trillion dollars. Last
year, $617 billion, every year going
deeper and deeper, sinking deeper into
trade deficit with our trade competi-
tors around the world. This is not an
issue for Republicans and Democrats.
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This is going to hit everybody’s wal-
lets, from Wall Street to Main Street.

The trade deficit for calendar year
2004 smashed every record on the
books. That is right. Over one-half tril-
lion dollars. Now, who are these defi-
cits with? Let us start with China. If
you go out to San Diego and Los Ange-
les harbor, you can see ships coming in
from Asia as far as the eye can see.
Every single year of this Presidency,
we have seen the red ink from China
get deeper and deeper. In fact, last year
we were in debt to them, just for last
year, over $162 billion. That was up al-
most a third from the prior year. The
manufacturing portion of our overall
deficit worsened to $465.8 billion, 16
percent more than the record set the
prior year. With every billion dollars,
20,000 more jobs in this country vanish.
The deficit in advanced technology
products, which was supposed to save
us, worsened to $37 billion in 2004, fully
38 percent worse than the record the
year before. One can look in every sec-
tor with almost every major trading
nation and America is deep in red ink.

One other dubious record. People
talk about NAFTA. Here are the fig-
ures for Canada for 2003, the highest
level on record, over $67 billion. And
with Mexico under NAFTA, the budget
last year was close to $50 billion, near-
ly a $110.8 billion deficit in trade with
those two countries under NAFTA in
2004. The net result of all of this is the
weakening of our dollar. Even
Bloomberg says the steady decline in
the dollar is likely to resume again.
Secretary Snow says the administra-
tion believes in a strong dollar, but
what is happening does not match his
rhetoric. Meanwhile, prices go up for
our consumers in everything, including
petroleum, which is the basis for gaso-
line, and prices have been going up
there.

Make no mistake, America ends up
owing somebody else. But, in fact, it is
our children and grandchildren that
end up becoming less independent as a
nation because of these deficits as we
see one industry after another decline.
The President’s trade deficits and
budget deficits are setting these all-
time records.

I ask myself, in the major sector of
deficit, which is oil, when is America
going to wake up? When are we going
to have real leadership here in Wash-
ington for new sources of energy so
that these numbers stop heading in a
downward direction? Dependence is not
what America’s founders had in mind.
They did not envision an America in
hock to the world. We want an America
that is strong and independent, not
saddled with debt and beholden to for-
eign banks.

It is time to tell our President to
stop; stop letting our trade partners
walk all over us; stop negotiating trade
deals like CAFTA that hurt our work-
ers and give workers in other places no
chance to improve their lot when there
are no labor standards and environ-
mental standards that are enforceable;
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stop trading away America’s economic
future. America needs a positive eco-
nomic future that will help create good
jobs, new wealth and new opportunity,
not the Bush administration’s bank-
rupt trade and fiscal policies that send
our jobs overseas, our wealth to banks
in Beijing and Saudi Arabia, to whom
we now owe interest, and the bill for
all this nonsense to our children and
grandchildren.

———

HONORING STAFF SERGEANT RAY
RANGEL’S SERVICE AND ULTI-
MATE SACRIFICE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CUELLAR) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CUELLAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor the exceptional service
of Staff Sergeant Ray Rangel and the
ultimate sacrifice he paid to the coun-
try.

Ray Rangel had hopes of returning
home this Valentine’s Day. Unfortu-
nately, a heroic act prevented this
from happening. He was part of the
Seventh Civil Engineering Squadron
that was ordered to stay in Iraq. At age
29, Ray had been in Iraq since Sep-
tember and was proud to be part of Op-
eration Iraqi Freedom.

Staff Sergeant Ray Rangel’s ultimate
sacrifice for his country devastated his
parents, Federico and Priscilla Rangel.
He was their only son and he acknowl-
edged to them that if anything ever
happened to him while he was overseas,
to remember that he was doing what he
loved to do and, that is, helping people.

A San Antonio native, Ray had at-
tended South San Antonio High School
and was a defensive back on the high
school football team. He was well liked
by all who met him. His sense of humor
and his habit of cracking jokes earned
him the nickname ‘“‘Crazy Ray’’ among
his teammates. After high school, Ray
married his high school sweetheart,
Selena, and together they had three
sons and a daughter. Despite their busy
schedules, Ray coached his oldest son’s
youth football team while Selena
coached the cheerleaders for their
daughter. Their three sons are now
ages 7 to 11 and their daughter is now
5 years old.

Federico and Cynthia remember Ray
as a devoted son and father. Through
his own example, Ray taught his chil-
dren of respect, discipline and service.
Two years ago when Cynthia had to
have surgery, Ray took leave in order
to spend time and take care of her. In
his spare time he would often take
friends and family on fishing and hunt-
ing outings.

Growing up in a family with a his-
tory of military service, Ray enlisted
in the Air Force soon after his high
school graduation in 1994. This year
would have been his 11th year serving
in the U.S. Air Force. Ray had consid-
ered going to college after serving out
his first enlistment contract. However,
he found the Air Force to be such a re-
warding experience and the people so
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inviting that he decided to re-enlist
and serve in the Air Force as a lifelong
career.

Ray was well aware of the dangers
that he would have to endure during
his time in Iraq. He had to deal with
being away from his family and friends.
It was especially hard since Ray had to
spend Thanksgiving and Christmas
apart from his family and his wife and
his young children for the first time.
To cope with tough times, Ray would
often make jokes to his family while
he was away, saying that he was one of
the lucky ones.

A firefighter based at Dyess Air
Force Base near Abilene, Texas, Ray
lost his life trying to rescue fellow sol-
diers that had fallen into a canal while
their particular Humvee flipped over.
Ray’s mother was told that her son was
the first to jump in the water to help
the soldiers, and his selflessness in this
act demonstrates the best a person can
be.

Ray Rangel is the first Air Force
member from South Texas killed in
Iraq. He is also the ninth U.S. service
member from the San Antonio area and
the 42nd from South Texas killed in
support of Operation Iraqi Freedom.
Ray’s parents remember that despite
criticism leveled at President Bush
over the U.S. occupation of Iraq, Ran-
gel did not want his family to be bitter
if he got hurt or killed. He would often
remind his family that he loved his
country and he wanted to serve the
best that he could.

Mr. Speaker, I am privileged to have
had this time to honor Staff Sergeant
Ray Rangel, a true hero that exempli-
fies the noblest qualities of the human
spirit.

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EMANUEL) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. EMANUEL addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER
TIME

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take the time of
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. EMAN-
UEL).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

WAR FUNDING ACCOUNTABILITY
ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
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tleman from California (Mr. CARDOZA)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
express my support for the War Fund-
ing Accountability Act, a bill that has
been endorsed by the Blue Dog Coali-
tion, a group of moderate to conserv-
ative Democrats with reputations for
being fiscal and defense hawks. The
members of the Blue Dog Coalition are
some of the most pro-defense, pro-mili-
tary Members of Congress, from either
party. We are dedicated to seeing our
troops achieve success in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan and we applaud the Iraqi
people for their recent election success.

The War Funding Accountability
Act, sponsored by the gentleman from
California (Mr. THOMPSON), is about
those troops, the dedicated men and
women of the United States Armed
Forces who put their lives on the line
every single day to defend our way of
life.

Mr. Speaker, I believe, as people
across our Nation believe, that we
must provide our men and women in
uniform the resources they need to
complete their mission as safely and
securely as possible. Our military has
performed brilliantly, protecting civil-
ians, maintaining order and promoting
democracy while facing threats and
guerilla-style attacks every single day.
My support for our troops is unwaver-
ing, and for that reason I have sup-
ported the supplemental requests that
have come before this Congress. How-
ever, the job of Congress is to make
sure that the money we are spending in
Iraq is going to the appropriate places,
going to our troops to keep our Na-
tion’s sons and daughters out of harm’s
way. We must make sure this job gets
done right and gets done as soon as hu-
manly possible.

So until all of our troops are with-
drawn from Iraq, we need an accurate
accounting method of where the money
is being spent so that we can make
sure our soldiers are adequately
equipped and prepared. Accountability
is not only patriotic, it is often deter-
mining of success or failure. If our
troops do not have proper equipment,
such as vehicles without armor plating,
rather than them scrounging for scrap
metal for do-it-yourself armor plating,
we as Members of Congress can and
should do something about it by re-
directing the money.

The Department of Defense has re-
ceived $201 billion to date for the war
on terrorism. While they have provided
an allocation of some of these funds,
they have not given Congress a full ac-
counting. The White House has an-
nounced today that it will request $81
billion more for these operations in its
fiscal year 2005 wartime supplemental,
including $75 billion for the DOD. In
addition, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice has estimated that the costs for
the war could approach $500 billion be-
tween this year and the year 2015.

There have been reports of wasteful
spending. One private contractor, for
example, overcharged DOD by $61 mil-
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lion to import gasoline into Iraq from
Kuwait where the government agency
provided the same service for less than
one-third the price.

0 2000

The same contractor reportedly
charged taxpayers $10,000 a day for un-
authorized and unnecessary expenses
at the Kuwait Hilton, even though the
same people could have stayed in air-
conditioned tents like those used by
our troops for less than $600 per day.
The entire justification for having pri-
vate companies is that contractors can
supposedly save the taxpayers money,
not cost the taxpayers dollars.

With the War Accountability Act we
have an opportunity to regain the over-
sight voice that has been lost for too
long.

Congress should not give up its over-
sight powers, Mr. Speaker, the power of
the purse. And it should not write the
Defense Department a blank check.
The President needs to be held ac-
countable for where our money is
going. This is a responsibility that we
have to the men and women serving in
combat, to their parents, and to all
American taxpayers who are footing
the bill to ensure that the billions of
dollars in supplemental funds are going
to be spent in the most effective and ef-
ficient way possible.

I hope all of my colleagues will stand
with the Blue Dog Coalition and start
to support the War Funding Account-
ability Act, an act for America.

—————

PRESIDENT BUSH'S FISCAL YEAR
2006 BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CONAWAY). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, when
President Bush submitted his budget to
Congress last week, he said it rep-
resented his values and his priorities. If
that is indeed the case we really should
question both.

One really has to wonder if this budg-
et document represents his priorities.
You will remember 2 weeks ago during
his State of the Union address, Presi-
dent Bush spent the majority of that
speech talking about his Social Secu-
rity privatization plan and the contin-
ued war in Iraq. Supposedly these were
his priorities for the upcoming year.

And yet the President did not include
the additional $80 billion needed to
fund the Iraq war or the trillions that
will be needed over the next decade to
fund his costly Social Security privat-
ization proposal in his budget.

Mr. Speaker, it is impossible for the
President to reverse our Nation’s fiscal
collapse if he continues to send incom-
plete budgets to Capitol Hill. The
President can say that he is going to
cut the Federal deficit in half in sev-
eral years; but the fact is, that cannot
happen if the President does not send
us an honest budget.
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If Social Security and the war in Iraq
are the President’s priorities, then he
should have no problem placing them
in his budget and explaining to the
American people why these billions of
dollars must be used in Iraq and on his
Social Security privatization plan.

Mr. Speaker, President Bush also
said this budget represents a vision of
his values. Now, if that is the case, one
really has to question the President’s
dedication to one of government’s main
rules, helping those less fortunate.
Once again, the President’s budget
helps provide the blueprint for Repub-
licans to help the wealthiest in our Na-
tion become even wealthier. That is to
the detriment of middle-class and
lower-income Americans who greatly
benefit from many of the programs the
President now wants to cut or elimi-
nate, and for what, more tax breaks
that primarily benefit our Nation’s
wealthiest 1 percent?

The President’s budget shows his
lack of compassion for programs that
benefit my State of New Jersey, our
middle- and lower-income families in
particular. By drastically cutting hous-
ing, education, community policing en-
vironmental protection and Medicaid
programs, the President is turning his
back on middle- and lower-income fam-
ilies in my State of New Jersey.

President Bush’s budget makes sub-
stantial cuts in important education
proposals that are important to my
State. The budget provides only half of
the funding promised for after-school
programs.

In New Jersey, these cuts will mean
nearly 33,000 New Jersey children will
no longer have access to critical after-
school programs. The President’s budg-
et also cuts 440 million in Safe and
Drug Free School grants, 500 million in
education technology State grants, 325
million for the Even Start Literacy
program, and 280 million for the Up-
ward Bound program for inner-city
youth.

Now, this may sound like a lot of bu-
reaucracy, but these are real education
cuts that are going to hurt children.
And yet the President has no problem
cutting those programs while at the
same time continuing his policy of pro-
viding large tax breaks to the wealthi-
est Americans.

Now, these are certainly not my val-
ues; I would hope that they were not
the President’s values. But certainly
the budget says the opposite. The
President also proposes huge cuts in
the Medicaid program. Now, this pro-
gram serves nearly 930,000 children,
seniors and people with disabilities in
my State of New Jersey.

It is estimated that the $60 billion in
cuts that the President is proposing
will cut one-fourth of the Medicaid
money sent to my State over the next
decade. And, Mr. Speaker, New Jersey
and other States simply cannot pick up
this slack. We have a budget shortfall
in New Jersey; we cannot pick up the
Medicaid slack.

At a time when 45 million Americans
are without health care, the President
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shows absolutely no compassion for the
uninsured by proposing these dev-
astating health care cuts.

The President also refused to follow
through with his promise during last
week’s State of the Union address, or I
should say a couple of weeks ago, when
he said he would do everything possible
to help our soldiers and veterans re-
cover.

Well, if you look at the budget, there
is a pitiful half a percent, that is half
a percent increase in veterans affairs
funding. Now, that is a slap in the face
to the millions of men and women who
have fought for our country. Congress
should not neglect these brave Ameri-
cans and should instead reject the
President’s budget proposal when it
comes to veterans.

Mr. Speaker, finally I just want to
say, the President’s budget values and
priorities are, in my opinion, not in the
best interests of America. It is time
that congressional Republicans stand
up to this President and let him know
that his priorities are not the priorities
of their constituents, and I know they
are not.

I hope Congress will reject the Presi-
dent’s budget proposal in the upcoming
months in favor of one that truly takes
the needs of working families into con-
sideration. I think this is a very impor-
tant issue; and I cannot stress enough,
and I speak on behalf of my follow
Democrats, in saying that the Bush
budget simply cannot be allowed to
stand.

———

PUBLICATION OF THE RULES OF
THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERN-
MENT REFORM, 109TH CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. ToM DAVIS)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to clause 2(a)2 of Rule Xl of the
Rules of the House of Representatives, | here-
by submit the rules of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform for the 109th Congress for
publication in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
These rules were adopted by voice vote on
February 9, 2005 at an open meeting of the
Committee.

THE RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON
GOVERNMENT REFORM
RULE 1. APPLICATION OF RULES

Except where the terms ‘‘full committee’’
and ‘‘subcommittee’ are specifically referred
to, the following rules shall apply to the
Committee on Government Reform and its
subcommittees as well as to the respective
chairmen.

RULE 2. MEETINGS

The regular meetings of the full committee
shall be held on the second Tuesday of each
month at 10 a.m., when the House is in ses-
sion. The chairman is authorized to dispense
with a regular meeting or to change the date
thereof, and to call and convene additional
meetings, when circumstances warrant. A
special meeting of the committee may be re-
quested by members of the committee fol-
lowing the provisions of House Rule XI,
clause 2(c)(2). Subcommittees shall meet at
the call of the subcommittee chairmen.
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Every member of the committee or the ap-
propriate subcommittee, unless prevented by
unusual circumstances, shall be provided
with a memorandum at least 3 calendar days
before each meeting or hearing explaining (1)
the purpose of the meeting or hearing; and
(2) the names, titles, background and reasons
for appearance of any witnesses. The ranking
minority member shall be responsible for
providing the same information on witnesses
whom the minority may request.
RULE 3. QUORUMS

(a) A majority of the members of the com-
mittee shall form a quorum, except that two
members shall constitute a quorum for tak-
ing testimony and receiving evidence, and
one-third of the members shall form a
quorum for taking any action other than the
reporting of a measure or recommendation.
If the chairman is not present at any meet-
ing of the committee or subcommittee, the
ranking member of the majority party on
the committee or subcommittee who is
present shall preside at that meeting.

(b) The Chairman of the committee may,
at the request of a subcommittee chairman,
make a temporary assignment of any mem-
ber of the committee to such subcommittee
for the purpose of constituting a quorum at
and participating in any public hearing by
such subcommittee to be held outside of
Washington, DC. Members appointed to such
temporary positions shall not be voting
members. The Chairman shall give reason-
able notice of such temporary assignment to
the ranking members of the committee and
subcommittee.

RULE 4. COMMITTEE REPORTS

Bills and resolutions approved by the com-
mittee shall be reported by the chairman fol-
lowing House Rule XIII, clauses 2 and 4.

A proposed report shall not be considered
in subcommittee or full committee unless
the proposed report has been available to the
members of such subcommittee or full com-
mittee for at least 3 calendar days (excluding
Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays, un-
less the House is in session on such days) be-
fore consideration of such proposed report in
subcommittee or full committee. Any report
will be considered as read if available to the
members at least 24 hours before consider-
ation, excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and
legal holidays unless the House is in session
on such days. If hearings have been held on
the matter reported upon, every reasonable
effort shall be made to have such hearings
available to the members of the sub-
committee or full committee before the con-
sideration of the proposed report in such sub-
committee or full committee. Every inves-
tigative report shall be approved by a major-
ity vote of the committee at a meeting at
which a quorum is present.

Supplemental, minority, or additional
views may be filed following House Rule XI,
clause 2(1) and Rule XIII, clause 3(a)(1). The
time allowed for filing such views shall be 3
calendar days, beginning on the day of no-
tice, but excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and
legal holidays (unless the House is in session
on such a day), unless the committee agrees
to a different time, but agreement on a
shorter time shall require the concurrence of
each member seeking to file such views.

An investigative or oversight report may
be filed after sine die adjournment of the last
regular session of Congress, provided that if
a member gives timely notice of intention to
file supplemental, minority or additional
views, that member shall be entitled to not
less than 7 calendar days in which to submit
such views for inclusion with the report.

Only those reports approved by a majority
vote of the committee may be ordered print-
ed, unless otherwise required by the Rules of
the House of Representatives.
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RULE 5. PROXY VOTES
In accordance with the Rules of the House
of Representatives, members may not vote
by proxy on any measure or matter before
the committee or any subcommittee.
RULE 6. RECORD VOTES

A record vote of the members may be had
upon the request of any member upon ap-
proval of a one-fifth vote of the members
present.

RULE 7. RECORD OF COMMITTEE ACTIONS

The committee staff shall maintain in the
committee offices a complete record of com-
mittee actions from the current Congress in-
cluding a record of the roll call votes taken
at committee business meetings. The origi-
nal records, or true copies thereof, as appro-
priate, shall be available for public inspec-
tion whenever the committee offices are
open for public business. The staff shall as-
sure that such original records are preserved
with no unauthorized alteration, additions,
or defacement.

RULE 8. SUBCOMMITTEES; REFERRALS

(a) There shall be seven standing sub-
committees with appropriate party ratios.
The Chairman shall assign members to sub-
committees. Minority party assignments
shall be made only with the concurrence of
the Ranking Minority Member. The sub-
committees shall have the following fixed ju-
risdictions:

(i) Subcommittee on National Security,
Emerging Threats, and International Rela-
tions—All matters relating to the oversight
of national security, emerging threats, vet-
erans affairs, homeland security, and inter-
national relations, including anti-terrorism
efforts, both foreign and domestic, and inter-
national trade.

(i) Subcommittee on Criminal Justice,
Drug Policy and Human Resources—All mat-
ters relating to the criminal justice system,
the Nation’s counter-narcotics programs,
both foreign and domestic, and food and drug
safety; all matters relating to the oversight
of the Judiciary, public health and welfare,
education, arts, the humanities, publicly
sponsored media, and the National Parks.

(iii) Subcommittee on Government Man-
agement, Finance, and Accountability—All
matters relating to financial management of
executive departments and agencies, exclud-
ing acquisition; all matters relating to gov-
ernmental accounting measures; all matters
relating to the overall efficiency and man-
agement of government operations including
program assessment and review and exclud-
ing Federal property; all matters relating to
public records, including presidential
records, the public access to records, advi-
sory committees, and the Archives; and all
matters relating to the oversight of financial
services, government-sponsored enterprises,
and the nation’s economic growth.

(iv) Subcommittee on and Regulatory Af-
fairs—All matters relating to regulatory re-
form, Congressional review, the costs of reg-
ulation, and paperwork reduction measures;
and all matters relating to the oversight of
tax policy.

(v) Subcommittee on Federalism and the
Census—All matters relating to inter-gov-
ernmental relations and aid to the States
and localities, including unfunded mandates,
grant management reform, brownfields
clean-up and redevelopment, and infrastruc-
ture; all matters relating to population and
demography generally, including the Census,
and the Bureau of Economic Analysis. All
matters relating to the oversight of housing
and urban development.

(vi) Subcommittee on Energy and Re-
sources—AIll matters related to the oversight
of environmental policy, natural resources,
and federal land; and all matters related to
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the oversight of energy policy, commerce,
housing, and urban development.

(vii) Subcommittee on the Federal Work-
force and Agency Organization—All matters
relating to the federal civil service, includ-
ing personnel, compensation, employment
benefits and employee relations; all matters
relating to reorganizations of the executive
branch including the study of redundancy;
and all matters relating to the oversight of
workforce, retirement, and health policy.

(b) The full committee shall retain juris-
diction over federal acquisition policy, fed-
eral property, information management,
technology policy, the Postal Service, and
the District of Columbia.

(c) Bills, resolutions, and other matters
shall be expeditiously referred by the Chair-
man to subcommittees for consideration or
investigation in accordance with their fixed
jurisdictions. Where the subject matter of
the referral involves the jurisdiction of more
than one subcommittee or does not fall with-
in any previously assigned jurisdiction, the
chairman shall refer the matter as he may
deem advisable. Bills, resolutions, and other
matters referred to subcommittees may be
reassigned by the Chairman when, in his
judgment, the subcommittee is not able to
complete its work or cannot reach agree-
ment therein. In a subcommittee having an
even number of members, if there is a tie
vote with all members voting on any meas-
ure, the measure shall be placed on the agen-
da for full committee consideration as if it
had been ordered reported by the sub-
committee without recommendation. This
provision shall not preclude further action
on the measure by the subcommittee.

RULE 9. EX OFFICIO MEMBERS

The chairman and the ranking minority
member of the committee shall be ex officio
members of all subcommittees. They are au-
thorized to vote on subcommittee matters;
but, unless they are regular members of the
subcommittee, they shall not be counted in
determining a subcommittee quorum other
than a quorum for taking testimony.

RULE 10. STAFF

Except as otherwise provided by House
Rule X, clauses 6, 7 and 9, the chairman of
the full committee shall have the authority
to hire and discharge employees of the pro-
fessional and clerical staff of the full com-
mittee and of subcommittees.

RULE 11. STAFF DIRECTION
Except as otherwise provided by House
Rule X, clauses 6, 7 and 9, the staff of the
committee shall be subject to the direction
of the chairman of the full committee and
shall perform such duties as he may assign.
RULE 12. HEARING DATES AND WITNESSES

(a) Each subcommittee of the Committee
is authorized to meet, hold hearings, receive
testimony, mark up legislation, and report
to the full Committee on any measure or
matter referred to it.

(b) No subcommittee of the Committee
may meet or hold a hearing at the same time
as a meeting or hearing of the Committee.

(c) The chairman of each subcommittee
shall set hearing and meeting dates only
with the approval of the Chairman with a
view toward assuring the availability of
meeting rooms and avoiding simultaneous
scheduling of Committee and subcommittee
meetings or hearings.

(d) Each subcommittee chairman shall no-
tify the Chairman of any hearing plans at
least two weeks before the date of com-
mencement of hearings, including the date,
place, subject matter, and the names of wit-
nesses, willing and unwilling, who would be
called to testify, including, to the extent he
is advised thereof, witnesses whom the mi-
nority members may request.

H613

(e) Witnesses appearing before the com-
mittee shall so far as practicable, submit
written statements at least 24 hours before
their appearance and, when appearing in a
non governmental capacity, provide a cur-
riculum vitae and a listing of any Federal
Government grants and contracts received in
the previous fiscal year.

RULE 13. OPEN MEETINGS

Meetings for the transaction of business
and hearings of the committee shall be open
to the public or closed in accordance with
Rule XTI of the House of Representatives.

RULE 14. FIVE-MINUTE RULE

(a) A committee member may question a
witness only when recognized by the chair-
man for that purpose. In accordance with
House Rule XI, clause 2(j)(2), each committee
member may request up to five minutes to
question a witness until each member who so
desires has had such opportunity. Until all
such requests have been satisfied, the chair-
man shall, so far as practicable, recognize al-
ternately based on seniority of those major-
ity and minority members present at the
time the hearing was called to order and oth-
ers based on their arrival at the hearing.
After that, additional time may be extended
at the direction of the chairman.

(b) The chairman, with the concurrence of
the ranking minority member, or the com-
mittee by motion, may permit an equal num-
ber of majority and minority members to
question a witness for a specified, total pe-
riod that is equal for each side and not
longer than thirty minutes for each side.

(c) The chairman, with the concurrence of
the ranking minority member, or the com-
mittee by motion, may permit committee
staff of the majority and minority to ques-
tion a witness for a specified, total period
that is equal for each side and not longer
than thirty minutes for each side.

(d) Nothing in paragraph (b) or (c) affects
the rights of a Member (other than a Member
designated under paragraph (b)) to question
a witness for 5 minutes in accordance with
paragraph (a) after the questioning per-
mitted under paragraph (b) or (c¢). In any ex-
tended questioning permitted under para-
graph (b) or (c), the chairman shall deter-
mine how to allocate the time permitted for
extended questioning by majority members
or majority committee staff and the ranking
minority member shall determine how to al-
locate the time permitted for extended ques-
tioning by minority members or minority
committee staff. The chairman or the rank-
ing minority member, as applicable, may al-
locate the time for any extended questioning
permitted to staff under paragraph (c) to
members.

RULE 15. INVESTIGATIVE HEARING PROCEDURES

Investigative hearings shall be conducted
according to the procedures in House Rule
XI, clause 2(k). All questions put to wit-
nesses before the committee shall be rel-
evant to the subject matter before the com-
mittee for consideration, and the chairman
shall rule on the relevance of any questions
put to the witnesses.

RULE 16. STENOGRAPHIC RECORD

A stenographic record of all testimony
shall be kept of public hearings and shall be
made available on such conditions as the
chairman may prescribe.

RULE 17. AUDIO AND VISUAL COVERAGE OF
COMMITTEE PROCEEDINGS

(a) An open meeting or hearing of the com-
mittee or a subcommittee may be covered, in
whole or in part, by television broadcast,
radio broadcast, Internet broadcast, and still
photography, unless closed subject to the
provisions of House Rule XI, clause 2(g). Any
such coverage shall conform with the provi-
sions of House Rule XI, clause 4.
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(b) Use of the Committee Broadcast Sys-
tem shall be fair and nonpartisan, and in ac-
cordance with House Rule XI, clause 4(b),
and all other applicable rules of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform. Members of the committee
shall have prompt access to a copy of cov-
erage by the Committee Broadcast System,
to the extent that such coverage is main-
tained.

(c) Personnel providing coverage of an
open meeting or hearing of the committee or
a subcommittee by Internet broadcast, other
than through the Committee Broadcast Sys-
tem, shall be currently accredited to the
Radio and Television Correspondents’ Gal-
leries.

RULE 18. ADDITIONAL DUTIES AND AUTHORITIES
OF CHAIRMAN

The chairman of the full committee shall:

(a) Make available to other committees
the findings and recommendations resulting
from the investigations of the committee or
its subcommittees as required by House Rule
X, clause 4(c)(2);

(b) Direct such review and studies on the
impact or probable impact of tax policies af-
fecting subjects within the committee’s ju-
risdiction as required by House Rule X,
clause 2(c);

(¢) Submit to the Committee on the Budg-
et views and estimates required by House
Rule X, clause 4(f), and to file reports with
the House as required by the Congressional
Budget Act;

(d) Authorize and issue subpoenas as pro-
vided in House Rule XI, clause 2(m), in the
conduct of any investigation or activity or
series of investigations or activities within
the jurisdiction of the committee;

(e) Prepare, after consultation with sub-
committee chairmen and the minority, a
budget for the committee, which shall in-
clude an adequate budget for the subcommit-
tees to discharge their responsibilities;

(f) Make any necessary technical and con-
forming changes to legislation reported by
the committee upon unanimous consent; and

(g) Designate a vice chairman from the
majority party.

(h) The Chairman is directed to offer a mo-
tion under clause 1 of Rule XXII of the Rules
of the House whenever the Chairman con-
siders it appropriate.

RULE 19. SUBJECTS OF STAMPS

The committee has adopted the policy that
the determination of the subject matter of
commemorative stamps and new semi-postal
issues is properly for consideration by the
Postmaster General and that the committee
will not give consideration to legislative pro-
posals specifying the subject matter of com-
memorative stamps and new semi-postal
issues. It is suggested that recommendations
for the subject matter of stamps be sub-
mitted to the Postmaster General.

RULE 20. PANELS AND TASK FORCES

(a) The chairman of the committee is au-
thorized to appoint panels or task forces to
carry out the duties and functions of the
committee.

(b) The chairman and ranking minority
member of the committee may serve as ex-
officio members of each panel or task force.

(c) The chairman of any panel or task force
shall be appointed by the chairman of the
committee. The ranking minority member
shall select a ranking minority member for
each panel or task force.

(d) The House and committee rules appli-
cable to subcommittee meetings, hearings,
recommendations and reports shall apply to
the meetings, hearings, recommendations
and reports of panels and task forces.

(e) No panel or task force so appointed
shall continue in existence for more than six
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months. A panel or task force so appointed
may, upon the expiration of six months, be
reappointed by the chairman.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMPSON)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. THOMPSON of California ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. CUMMINGS addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MALONEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. MALONEY addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

THE LIFE AND TIMES OF THE
HONORABLE SHIRLEY CHISOLM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. CORRINE
BROWN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, on behalf of the constituents of the
Third Congressional District of Florida, | am
honored to share my thoughts with you about
this amazing lady.

Upon her passing, let's pause to reflect
upon her life and times, and how she has in-
fluenced our world today. During her hard
fought rise to the halls of Congress and her
permanent place in the history of our Nation;
she was on time to fight for truth, justice, hu-
manity, and the rights of the have-nots; she
was where she needed to be to raise the con-
sciousness of a nation, and shed light on the
plight of others.

She led a battle that was personal, one that
was rooted deep in the soul of the oppressed,
the forgotten and the disenfranchised. Hers
was a fight to make this Nation live up to its
promise—liberty and equality for all. This great
battle was more than just politics—it was a
fight to garner the hopes of the few and infuse
them with the dreams of the many. This was
the struggle for the humanity of human kind;
the reminder that the prize was always in
view, yet denied by those who sought to keep
their dreams squandered.

As a founding Member of the Congressional
Black Caucus, Shirley Chisholm was a driving
force behind the Caucus’ mission to serve as
the ‘Conscience of the Congress,’ and the
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fight to include women, children, and people of
color in the public policy debate that so deeply
affects their own lives. It is from her example
and spirit that we continue to fight for the
ideals that she held so close.

Shirley Chisholm joins the ranks of count-
less other civil rights leaders to whom we owe
our strength. Today, we bless and honor her
by keeping her struggle, and our struggle,
alive. | will miss her dearly, and both she and
her family will always remain in my thoughts
and prayers.

SAVING SOCIAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MEEK) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
once again it is an honor to be before
the House of Representatives to speak
directly to our colleagues. I think it is
important for us to remember that in
this democracy of ours it is important
that we share good information and ac-
curate information on the issues that
are being debated here in this Chamber
and in the capital city, and I think it
is also important for us to remember
that many Americans counts on us to
represent them in a way that is an hon-
orable way, a way that will give them
good information so when they stand
in time of judgment on who their lead-
ership will be here in Washington, D.C.,
that they can make a sound decision.

There have been a lot of things that
have been going on in the last couple of
weeks. We have heard reference by
other Members on both sides of the
aisle to the President’s budget and also
to the President’s State of the Union,
but we also have a great deal of respon-
sibility to the American people to
make sure that we represent this
branch of the government, which is the
legislative branch.

This is our 30-something Hour that
has been designated by the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI),
Democratic leader. This is now going
on our third year of putting voice to
many of the issues that are not only
facing young people in America but
also facing their parents and their
grandparents. We try to make the di-
rect connection between those that are
trying to help themselves, that go to
work every day, go to school every day,
to those parents that know what it
means to punch in and punch out every
day to supply the necessary resources
for their family to have a better oppor-
tunity than what they have had; all the
way to the grandparents that, of
course, their hope and prayer is to
make sure that their grandchildren and
their children are able to provide for
future generations.

And so this brings us to Social Secu-
rity, and in the 30-something Hour I
am so glad to be here once again with
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN),
whom I admire quite a bit, who serves
with me on the Committee on Armed
Services.
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I just want to briefly say, as it re-
lates to Social Security, when people
think of Social Security they think of
silver and blue hair. That is not nec-
essarily what Social Security is all
about. There are millions of Ameri-
cans, I must add, that count on that
Social Security promise that they were
made in their years of working and
providing for this great country of
ours. And I must say that there are 48
million people that are receiving bene-
fits, and they are not all over the age
of 60, and they are not over the age of
55. They go all the way down into the
younger years, and 17 percent of our
young people are benefactors of sur-
vivor benefits of Social Security.

Also, when we look at it, there are 33
million retirees that are receiving So-
cial Security, and we also have seniors
that are looking at an average of $955
from their Social Security benefits
every month.

So when we talk about Social Secu-
rity, we are talking about the real
backbone, the real backbone of what
we do and what we are all about here in
the U.S. Congress in providing the
leadership to make sure that it is sol-
vent. We do know that it will be sol-
vent for another 47 years, and we even
know that after that period, 80 percent
of the benefits that are being paid out
now will still be able to be paid out. So
the fact that there is a three-alarm fire
on Social Security, that is not nec-
essarily the case.

But to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
RYAN), it is just such a pleasure. I was
really looking forward to this. Last
week when we left, I just could not
wait until Tuesday night when we
could get back in this Chamber again
and share very good information with
our colleagues and hopefully continue
to stay in the fight to make sure that
Social Security is here not only now
but also for future generations.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MEEK of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Florida for
yielding to me, and I would like to say
how much I enjoy this as well.

And those of us who ran for these po-
sitions and had to ask 700,000 American
citizens to give us their blessing to
come here and represent them, there is
nothing better than having a vigorous,
honest debate about an issue that faces
the whole country and do it in a way
that is not personal. I am sure the
President in many ways thinks that his
plan is the best plan, and we in many
ways think it is not and in the long
term it will end up hurting many of
these 48 million people, the 48 million
people that this program lifts out of
poverty.

I would like to take this opportunity
tonight here in Congress to talk a lit-
tle bit about the situation that the
country is in right now. I do not think
we can have this Social Security de-
bate in a vacuum, just saying here is
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the little program and it has no effect
on anything else that is going on
around it. So we have some charts here
that many of our colleagues have been
using, and I think they are going to be
very important to impress upon the
American people exactly where we are
fiscally in the United States of Amer-
ica. So I have this chart here that
talks about the deficit that we are in,
and then we will get into the plan
later, and we will discuss the different
approaches.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
reclaiming my time, what plan?

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. The blueprint.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
mean, we need to make sure the Amer-
ican people understand there is no
plan. There is no plan. We said last
week that I have not received a bound
copy from the President’s office or
from the majority about a plan on So-
cial Security. There is no plan. So we
need to make sure that people under-
stand. I mean, people can talk concepts
and philosophy all day; but it is impor-
tant that once we start talking about a
plan, then we can have a true debate,
especially if it is a plan from both sides
of the aisle, Democrats and Repub-
licans.

And the last time we dealt with this,
Mr. Speaker, before our time here in
the Congress, Democrats were in con-
trol and worked with Ronald Reagan,
God bless his soul, in coming up and
saving Social Security. And it was a
true crisis then. They had to act right
then. They did not have an opportunity
to play around and dance around a tree
and do the old Potomac two-step with
the American people. They made it
happen and they made it solvent, and
that is the reason why beneficiaries,
young and old, are able to celebrate
that here today. But right now I just
want to make sure that people under-
stand, because I had an opportunity to
check the different reports that are
around. We get the Congressional Daily
a.m. and the p.m. and the Congres-
sional Quarterly, and there are a lot of
publications that are around.

0 2015

I can tell you that with administra-
tion, this is not about the President;
this is about a philosophy that is on
the majority side to privatize Social
Security. That is what it is all about.

It started back in 1978 with the Presi-
dent. In 2000 he said he was very ada-
mant about wanting to privatize Social
Security. Then in 2001 the President
appointed a commission to develop a
privatization plan for him. Then in De-
cember of 2001 the commission gave the
President three options to privatize So-
cial Security. In December 2001. Si-
lence. Nothing.

The President, you would have
thought he would run to the Hill with
the bill. Still nothing. Still no plan
produced. In 2004, running for reelec-
tion, the President again said he was
adamant about private accounts and a
solution for Social Security. Then days
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after the 2004 election he said he has
the ‘‘political capital” to come to the
Hill and make it happen. Still no plan.
I just think it is important for us to
share this with folks.

Then the budget that was just sub-
mitted that we are all talking about,
Democrats and Republicans, because
there are a lot of good things in there,
it is all about our principles and our
values here in this Chamber; what we
believe is important to the American
people. Still no mention, still no plan,
still no numbers on his privatization
plan for Social Security.

There are now a number of press ac-
counts saying there may very well be
no plan for this year. So when we start
with the President flying around burn-
ing all kinds of Federal jet fuel, tax-
payers’ money, talking about his phi-
losophy, Social Security is such a deep
issue from young to old that we cannot
walk around and start talking about,
“‘well, we think’ and ‘‘we believe,” be-
cause the Congress, I hope, will not go
for it.

So I just want to make sure. I know
the gentleman is leading up to that. In
some instances they say, ‘‘Let’s put the
cookie on the bottom shelf so everyone
can reach it and understand that there
is no plan.” So when folks start talk-
ing about Democrats, saying ‘“Where is
your plan,” there is not a plan out
there now.

Our plan is to make sure we pay for
every dollar we spend or someone may
borrow to make the deficit greater, to
be able to pay it back. It is not a Fed-
eral emergency right now to protect
Social Security.

So I think it is important. I think
this chart is good. I apologize, but this
is something I wanted to say.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman will yield further, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s passion on
the issue, and I think he is absolutely
right. There is not a plan.

Basically what we are talking about
and what the President last hinted for
sure is he wants private accounts. He
has made that perfectly clear. He has
made it clear that privatization,
throughout his career, since the time
he ran for Congress in the seventies, he
has been advocating these Kkinds of
plans, where the private accounts go.
Somehow, through a lot of fuzzy
machinations, he figures out a way to
say that will somehow shore up the
system.

What I want to do is basically paint
the picture of where we are now, be-
cause you cannot say we are going to
implement this ‘‘option two’ of the
commission’s plan or the blueprint
that the President has insinuated or
indicated portions of. But we know he
is for the private accounts, and many
on the other side are for the private ac-
counts as well. But we cannot just do
it.

My point is this: Here is a graph of
the annual deficit that we have in the
United States of America as of 2004.
Now, the debt is the overall deficits all
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added up over time. We just raised the
debt ceiling last year, I think it is over
$8 trillion. Or the majority did. They
raised the debt ceiling to $8 trillion.
But here is what is basically hap-
pening.

Here in 1989, we had a deficit in 1989
of about $153 billion for that year. It
continued to slide. You remember
President Bush-1 said ‘‘Read my lips,
no new taxes,” and then he ended up
putting some taxes on and cut some
spending and put some caps on some
programs.

Then, in 1993, we still had in 1992 a
$290 billion annual deficit. All these
numbers are adding up to create our
national debt.

Then the Democratic House, Demo-
cratic Senate and President Clinton in
1993 passed the budget, and it was after
that budget that we started to begin to
reduce the deficit. Then we had all the
economic growth, 22 million new jobs
because of the balanced budget, low in-
terest rates, and we all remember what
it was like in the nineties, until we got
to a $236 billion surplus.

To make a long story short, since
2000-2001 with the decline, now here we
are with over a $400 billion deficit for
2004; red ink as far as the eye can see.
So right now we have to borrow over
$400 billion from the Social Security
Trust Fund, the Chinese and Japanese
primarily, the same China that is
cleaning our clock in manufacturing.
So we are borrowing this money from
the Chinese.

Now, the President’s plan, and let me
just show real quick, that is the def-
icit, this is the debt, which is all the
deficits added up. In 2004, the Repub-
lican House, Senate, and President
Bush raised the debt ceiling to $8 tril-
lion, and the projection by the Con-
gressional Budget Office is by 2014 the
debt will be $13.6 trillion. That is a
heck of a debt to have as a Nation,
very unhealthy for our economy. So
right now we are borrowing over $400
billion.

The President’s proposal, what little
of it we have about the private ac-
counts, the gentleman and I, should we
choose to access one of these private
accounts, would take a part of the
money, a percentage of the money we
put into Social Security, the 6.2 per-
cent we put in, and we will divert that
over into a side account, which leaves
a gaping hole for our parents and
grandparents in the Social Security
system.

So we have to borrow, if we do the
private accounts, which the President
has said he wants, $1.4 trillion, with a
““t,” $1.4 trillion over the next 10 years.
Because everyone has thrown their
money in these side accounts, we have
to plug that hole.

So we do not have, as evidenced from
this chart here, we do not have the
money, because we are already bor-
rowing $400 billion. If we were in sur-
plus we would be having a different de-
bate right now, but we are not. We are
borrowing $400 billion now. Then we
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are saying over the next 10 years you
have to borrow another $1.4 trillion,
and over the next 20 years we have to
borrow $5 trillion to pay for private ac-
counts.

We cannot afford to do that. We can-
not afford to borrow $5 trillion. And if
one thinks we are going to be able to
run this scheme and our taxes are not
going to go up, then you are missing
the point. You are not being respon-
sible to what the facts are.

What happens is as the government is
going out and borrowing money in the
international market from China,
there is less money for the private sec-
tor to go and get, which will raise in-
terest rates for average citizens who
want to buy a house or a car.

That is kind of the background of
where we are right now.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
reclaiming my time, this is just so very
important to the American people, and
also Members of Congress. I put a great
deal of responsibility on Members of
Congress.

I do not take great pleasure, even
though I am honored to serve in this
institution of the U.S. Congress, elect-
ed by my constituents, representing
not only my district but the State of
Florida, but we are U.S. Members of
this great House.

I must say that we have to make sure
that we frame this correctly, that we
are in the minority. The Democrats are
in the minority in the House and have
been during the time of that great dive
that we see on that chart that the gen-
tleman just illustrated to the Members
of the House.

We have a great deal of responsi-
bility. We are serving in the House, in
the legislative branch, that is over-
seeing, or watching, I should say, the
largest deficit in the history of the Re-
public. Not once before was it like this.
This is the largest deficit in the his-
tory of the Republic.

Can the gentleman put the chart
back up on ‘‘backsliding into the def-
icit ditch?” I think this is important,
because I think that nose-dive, you can
see in the blue you have President
Bush-1. You have the green, Bill Clin-
ton and the Democratic House and
other body that did what it took when
the going was tough to say that we
wanted to bring about surpluses.

I will tell you in this House, I believe
there were only five or six Republicans
that joined the Democratic majority in
passing that budget that took us into a
surplus. One of the main themes was
making sure that we could provide and
keep the Social Security Trust Fund in
good shape. We made the tough deci-
sions. Back when President Reagan and
this House, Democratic House, I must
add, at that time, did what it took to
make sure that Social Security was
there for those that are receiving
checks now and benefits now from So-
cial Security, even survivors, they did
what they had to do.

Guess what? Two-thirds of the Demo-
crats in this House voted in the affirm-
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ative to make the right decision to
make sure that the guarantee we told
the American people we would provide,
that we did. I am proud of those Mem-
bers and individuals that made that
vote.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman will yield further, those
of us in this business and those at
home obviously interested in this kind
of debate and what is going on in your
community and country, looking back
and having all the anger and personal
issues that we have today here in
Washington, D.C. and in our State cap-
itals, politics has gotten so bitter and
80 personal, can you imagine President
Reagan and Tip O’Neil strolling out
saying, “We did it. We sucked it up for
the American people and did what was
best; and part of it was your idea and
part was our idea; and part was con-
servative and part liberal. But we made
it work for the American people, for
the people who this program lifts out
of poverty and the 48 million people
that get it.”

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
reclaiming my time, I am saying all of
that to say we have to work together.
You cannot come to the Hill with a
plan and say ‘It is our plan; and, guess
what, if you do not like it, so what?”’

This is Social Security. The cam-
paign is over. For folks who did not get
the news flash, our colleagues, the
campaign is over. The signs are down,
the commercials are no longer on tele-
vision, and it is important that we ac-
tually work towards what the Amer-
ican people would like for us to work
towards: bipartisanship.

I will tell the gentleman what is also
important in this debate: If there was a
Democratic majority here in this
House and a Democratic majority in
the other body across the hall and
there was a Democrat in the White
House, guess what? Democrats could
not pass a plan by themselves without
Republican input. Because do you
know something? When Mrs. Johnson
goes to that mailbox counting on that
Social Security check to be there, and
when that 21-year-old young man or
young woman that has a benefit from
their father, who worked his entire life
and was cheated on his job because the
pension plan was raided and Social Se-
curity was the only thing there, his
only financial legacy is that benefit to
his child in Social Security. You can-
not play around with that.

You cannot be a Democrat or Repub-
lican or an independent when it comes
down to that. You have to be an Amer-
ican, and you have to come clean with
the American people.

There is one other thing the gen-
tleman mentioned that I think is very,
very important and that we definitely
need to highlight and illuminate as
much as we can. What we tell the
American people is important, and I
will say to the Members that are
watching us now, I am not going to go
back to ancient-time double-digit
years. I did not have to run over to the
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Library of Congress to look this up.
This was just within the last 12
months.

During the Medicare debate that
took place right here on this floor,
where the clock was held until 4 a.m.
in the morning, arms were being twist-
ed, Members were trying to make the
right decision but were not allowed to,
I must say here on this side of the
aisle, Democrats stood firm, because
the Medicare prescription drug plan
was important to those that put it on
the line for this country and allowed
you and me to have an America that
we can be part of and represent.

O 2030

During the Medicare debate, the
other side, the majority side, the Re-
publican side, said that the true costs
of the Medicare prescription drug plan,
what the administration said and the
majority embraced, that the bill would
only cost $350 billion. I remember that
just as clear as my daughter going to
school for the first day. I can remem-
ber that number because it was a num-
ber that was highly suspect because
there was just no way in the world that
you can satisfy pharmaceutical compa-
nies and provide a benefit to the Amer-
ican people.

Now, that is what makes me very
concerned about this Social Security
plan or, I’m sorry, not plan, but con-
cept, that folks are talking about
around here on the majority side, say-
ing that there is a 3-alarm fire.

We were originally told $350 billion.
Then it slowly moved up after someone
got fired in one of the budget offices
and said, well, I do not know. This fell
behind the copier. We did not nec-
essarily get this page. There is a page
3 to the 3-page document or 2-page doc-
uments that you received. It slowly
moved up to $400 billion. That is a lot
of money, $400 billion.

Then sure enough after the debate,
we returned back here after the cam-
paign and the signs went down, and
then someone lo and behold said, you
know, the true cost, the really true
cost of the prescription drug plan that
was put forth by the administration, it
started off at $350 billion. This is real
money. This is not chump change. It
started off at $350 billion. The true cost
is $5630 billion. It stops there. What are
we going to hear in another couple
months? $700 billion?

Like my mother used to say, money
does not grow on trees. The gentleman
just mentioned China. I am not upset
with China for making an investment
in our country; but, you know some-
thing, I have a problem if they ask to
cash in, because we will be in trouble.
They are backed by U.S. bonds and
what-have-you; but we are going to go
through some real financial issues, and
we are now.

So when we talk about Social Secu-
rity, I know the reason why, I am
sorry. I stopped at $530 billion. I am
sorry. The true cost, since this con-
tinues to go up, this is the fourth num-
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ber that has now come in, is $724 bil-
lion. It is continuing to inch up.

So what we are hearing now may well
be the message that we are being told
by the majority in this House and by
the administration over on Pennsyl-
vania Avenue right down the street
from this Capitol building, what we
want to hear, telling people over 55
they do not have anything to worry
about. Do not worry. You can go to
sleep. It is those folks 50 and below
that may have some concerns as it re-
lates to privatization accounts and cut-
ting benefits.

But, you know something, this is
America and we should not and we will
not as far as we are Members here, and
I stand firmly with our Democratic
leader, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI), and not budging
and saying we are not playing
generational warfare. One thing about
grandparents I can tell you, I have
learned a lot about them and I have
children and all, they will turn on you
when it comes down to those kids. But
they will not turn on the financial fu-
ture of their grandchildren and chil-
dren’s retirement. They will not. And
this administration and the majority is
going to be up for a rude awakening
when it comes to judgment time in 2006
if they continue to play around with
the Social Security and the security of
American families and their retire-
ment.

So I do not think that we are wasting
our time, not a bit, by coming to the
floor on a 30-something Working Group
to say not only are we speaking and
giving some voice that people care
about, and I know the gentleman has
some e-mails that he will read later on.
This is serious business.

One other thing. I flew back to my
district. When you go back to your dis-
trict and you see your constituents and
they say, please do not allow the Con-
gress or the administration to cut my
benefits I worked for for my entire life.
We have watched veterans go through
it. We have watched the copayments go
up for veterans. Guess what? At the VA
they do not ask you your party affili-
ation. They just tell you that your co-
payment has gone up and that your
wait time has gone up to see the oph-
thalmologist or whomever you may
want to see at the VA.

But when you come down to 48 mil-
lion Americans that what they were
told and promised what would be at the
end of the rainbow as it relates to their
hard work over the years and that peo-
ple who have died, have passed on, gone
on to heaven, knowing that their chil-
dren will receive their death benefits,
we cannot break that deal. And we can-
not sit idly by and watch them broken.

I want to commend here in this
House and in the other body and those
that are willing to leader up enough to
tell their constituents, I am not on this
philosophy that the administration,
the majority side, is on in this House of
saying that there is a 3-alarm fire. Now
we have to privatize Social Security
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that will bring $940 billion-plus to Wall
Street. I am with the American fami-
lies.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
could not agree with the gentleman
more, and I think he spoke on behalf of
a lot of us. I have two stacks of letters
about this high over in my office from
seniors. We have got 2,400 as of last
week, and I have not got the update
yet this week, but 2,400 letters from
seniors in my district saying that they
are against this proposal. They do not
want their benefits cut, and one phone
call that says, support the President
and the President’s private accounts.

But what has been amazing is on sev-
eral of the letters of those 2,400 that
have come in, the senior citizens will
write a little note on there, and just
typical of our grandparents’ genera-
tion, they say, I am not worried about
my benefits, but please fight to make
sure that my grandkids will have So-
cial Security when they get older.

Now, is that not typical of that gen-
eration, of the Greatest Generation
who made sacrifice after sacrifice after
sacrifice until this day to not worry
about Social Security for them but
worried about it for their grand-
children?

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 1
will tell the gentleman, those are the
kinds of values that we talk about as it
relates to our communities and our
neighborhoods and our families. That
is what it is all about. Those are true
American family values.

Like I said, I have kids and I watch
grandma. They push me aside and say,
I am on their side, and say, we are
against you; and they spoil them and
then they say, now you take them
home. But as it relates to the financial
viability of the bloodline of the family,
grandparents and even parents, they do
not say, I have mine, get yours, son. I
am 56; you are 30. Good luck. They do
not say, well, I have all my benefits,
but I do not know about yours.

And guess what, I want to make sure
that people understand because some-
times, yes, the campaign is over; but in
our democracy, there will be other
elections. And people need to take into
account that sometimes, not from
what you receive in the mail, not the
phone call which you receive, not
someone coming to tell you where you
should stand on a particular candidate
because he is our guy or our gal. It is
what that individual has done or what
that individual will do as an elected
Member of this Congress as it relates
to what is happening in my family eco-
nomically.

I have to make sure that my daugh-
ter, if someone is receiving benefits
now and they are called to glory, they
have to make sure that their daughter
is going to be able to receive their ben-
efits; and Social Security is pretty
much all they have. It is the guar-
antee. It is not the Enron plan. It is
not some of these companies that are
going belly up and then you see folks
crying on television saying, I paid in
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for years and years on that pension
plan. So it is important that people un-
derstand.

I just want to say it kind of hits
home here in the Congress today; two
of our colleagues said that they went
to school on the survivor benefits. The
gentleman from North Dakota (Mr.
POMEROY) and the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. THOMPSON), who is the
ranking member on the Select Com-
mittee on Homeland Security. They
talked about growing up where they
lived and if it was not for Social Secu-
rity, they would not have been edu-
cated. And there are stories like that
throughout America. We talked about
a few of those last week, and we will
continue to talk about those stories.

We are here to say if we want to
make sure that Social Security is sol-
vent beyond the 47 years, it is going to
be able to provide 100 percent benefits
that it is providing now, then let us
have bipartisanship.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL), the ranking member, said
this past week on one of the Sunday
shows that Social Security screams of
bipartisanship and that it demands bi-
partisan input, and that is what we
have to have. It cannot be Democrats
against Republicans or Republicans
against Democrats because, guess
what, the majority in this House right
now as it stands and as it has been for
double-digit years, 10 years or so, set
the agenda, set what comes to the
floor, talks about what legislation will
move and what legislation will not
move. It sets the agenda on what
amendments will come to the floor. It
sets who the committee chairpersons
will be. It sets pretty much when we
come to Washington and when we do
not come to Washington. And if the
majority said, there is no session this
week of the House, then there will be
no session of the House.

So I must make sure that we remind
our colleagues of the power that they
have, the power we have to make the
right decision or the American people
will make it for them. So those are
true American values that the gen-
tleman has outlined.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman. Just to follow
up, the number of people, Social Secu-
rity beneficiaries, 15 million of the 48
million recipients, 30 percent receive
disability or survivor benefits. We all
grew up with kids in our schools that
one of their parents got killed or one of
their parents had cancer and passed
away at a very early age. Those Kids,
our friends, received benefits from the
Social Security system. This is a social
insurance program. This is not the
mega-millions lottery system,
multistate lottery system. This is a so-
cial safety net, and you do not play
games with this kind of system.

You do what you did and what we did
in 1983: in a bipartisan fashion sit down
like adults and fix the problem and not
try to destroy the system. I mean, I am
not the sharpest knife in the drawer,
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but when I went through all these and
we had a briefing today from people.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. The gentleman
is sharper than he thinks.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I spoke with some
people today who study this and under-
stand this system, and after hearing all
the facts and after studying this for
the past few months of what the Presi-
dent’s proposal is or what little of it
that we know about, we need to make
sure that we save this system and pro-
tect this system. That is really what
we need to do.

What an honor it is for us to be
joined here by a great friend, great ath-
lete, great baseball player on the con-
gressional Democratic baseball team,
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WEINER).

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the opportunity to speak tonight.
I consider myself an honorary member
of the 30-something Group now that I
have passed 40. I am here strictly as a
visitor. But I was taken by some of the
discussion that was going on here on
the floor, and I want to make one phil-
osophical point and one economic point
to essentially affirm some of the things
that the gentlemen were saying.

First of all, there is a great deal of
discussion inherent in the President’s
debates that seeks to drive a wedge be-
tween two generations. The beauty of
the Social Security program is it was a
classic generational compact. One gen-
eration supports the other. And the
President when he embarked on his
campaign across the country kept say-
ing, well, seniors, you do not need to
worry about this. We are not touching
your benefits. This is entirely about
the next generations.
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This is the first time in my memory,
and we, the three of us, have not been
around as long as some other Members
of this august body, that you did not
hear the President seeking to unify the
country around an agenda. You heard
him trying to divide the country to
perpetuate an agenda, and I think that
most Americans realize, whether they
be younger or older, that at the end of
the day the Social Security program
has worked exactly as it was intended
since the moment it was passed.

Sometimes you build up large sur-
pluses and you spend them down as the
next generation retires. Sometimes
you have gifts, sometimes you have
ebbs and flows, and there has been in-
herent in this debate a certain sense of
it is about me now, rather than the
idea that we are going to be there for
the next generation the same way they
were there for us.

If T could just make an economic
point based on the charts that you
have been showing, some people say
and even some economists say, well,
deficits really do not matter. There are
a lot of people in this matter who are
in the deficits-do-not-matter school.
Well, that may have been true in the
1940s and 1950s and 1960s because, frank-
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ly, there was no place else on Earth for
someone to invest their money except
in U.S. dollars. If you ran up a big def-
icit, it did not matter. It is not going
to stop someone from coming in here
and saying, well, if you are the Chi-
nese, as my colleague so aptly put, if
we are the Saudis or Egyptians, if we
want to put our money someplace safe,
we have to buy Treasury bills and in-
vest in the economy, we have no other
choice. What choice do we have? There
is no other economy in the world that
can sustain it.

Well, for the first time the Euro has
now become a reserve currency of the
world that is competing with us. So
what does this mean to the average
New Yorker, the average person who
lives in Ohio or Florida?

What it means is that we, the Fed-
eral Government, are going to have to
compete with Europe in terms of who
is going to have the higher interest
rate. What does that mean? That
means that not only are T-bills going
to be higher, your interest rates on our
credit cards is going to be higher. Your
interest on your bank loans is going to
be higher. Your interest rate on your
mortgage is going to be higher. If you
think this only matters to you, you are
30 years from retiring or getting a So-
cial Security check today, you are
completely wrong.

If we keep going on this path, what
we are going to be doing is essentially
competing with ourselves for interest,
and it is going to wind up costing aver-
age Americans hundreds and hundred
of dollars each month on their dollars.
If we have one good thing going for us
in the last couple of years, it is low in-
terest rates. If it were not for low in-
terest rates driving demand for homes
and cars, this economy would be in a
worse rut than it has been in the last
several years, and we are putting that
at risk, and that is why deficits mat-
ter.

Deficits matter for another reason.
Those of us in this House, and I think
the three of us are in this crowd, who
are true conservatives when it comes
to money, we look at the idea of being
a conservative person is to say, look, I
derive certain debts, I rack up certain
debts, whether I borrow money or I
spend freely, it is my obligation to be
responsible for those things. Anyone
who sits in this Chamber, who cam-
paigns as a fiscal conservative, who
supports the continuation of that chart
that is to your right is simply not a
conservative. You cannot legitimately
make that claim.

I believe that in the years that you
refer to when Tip O’Neill and Ronald
Reagan got together and did things,
frankly sometimes did a half-a-loaf
thing that neither side was completely
happy about, the one thing they did
have was this intellectual consistency
about saying if we are going to spend
it, we are going to pay for it; if we are
going to augment the Department of
Defense, we are going to do the best we
can to pay for it.
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We even reached a moment in this
House when our deficits were at the
paltry amount of $250- or $260 billion,
where we said we are going to pass laws
to restrict ourselves. The Gramm-Rud-
man-Hollings Act said you cannot
spend a single dime unless you pay as
you go. A lot of people said it was real-
ly bad because it hurt some programs
more than others, but at least it was
an acknowledgment in this House, an
acknowledgment that the government
has, at the end of the day, to be respon-
sible for the deficit.

Today, the philosophy is entirely dif-
ferent. Today, it is not our problem,
which brings us back to the original
problem, that we have now started to
say it is all about us, it is all about
this moment in time, not thinking at
all about the next generation, not
thinking at all about the past genera-
tion. That is why deficits matter. That
is why the President’s plan matters to
wherever you are on the demographic
scale, this is an issue that matters to
all Americans.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. RYAN) because he has been
out here many times talking about
this. People have been sending e-mails
and saying we get it. That is where
fundamentally the President has to un-
derstand. This is not a matter of going
out and doing a campaign swing like
you mentioned. This is a matter that
fundamentally people understand it is
our obligation, both in the Social Secu-
rity system and fundamentally to our
children, that we do not continue exac-
erbating that problem.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman has an issue of concern,
I just want to say that it is important
that the American people understand
that Social Security is not a program
for the poor. Social Security is a pro-
gram for everyone in America. It does
not matter if you started off with a
small business, a hammer and two
nails, and you became the largest busi-
ness in your community. If you are
paying in your contributions to Social
Security, you are going to receive a
benefit from it.

What is important is that people un-
derstand that this is not, and when we
say Social Security program, I want to
make sure people understand, this is
for everyone. This is also dealing with
survivors, and so many of them are
helping themselves through the con-
tribution of their parents, and many of
them are no longer with us. So this is
the only real legacy that they have, fi-
nancial legacy, to be able to move on
their aspirations.

One thing that I must say that we
are saying on this side of the aisle, and
I think the majority needs to take
some responsibility for this, too, you
mentioned how can you say you are
conservative, meanwhile you are see-
ing a nose-dive there at 450 with a “‘t”’
trillion, to 425 trillion, I mean down,
nose-dive. How in the world can you
say that you are a conservative? Now
when we look at it, we know that.
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Our colleagues, some that put it on
the line literally for us to go up to the
236, it was a price to pay.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman will yield, I am sorry to
interrupt. I just want to make this
point.

As we run these deficits, as the gen-
tleman from New York just stated, it is
not free. We are borrowing, money and
we have got to pay interest on it. The
interest payments and the money that
we have got to pay on our debt be-
comes a greater portion of the budget
that we have every year here, and that
is less money that we have for Pell
grants, that we have for investing in
the health and education and general
welfare of our society in order to lift
more people up, to create taxpayers.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would yield, it is national
defense and it is antiterrorism pro-
grams. It is all of the things that all of
us fight tooth and nail for here every
year.

I would argue that interest on the na-
tional debt that we are racking up
every year is an expenditure that we
get no value for. It is essentially for-
eign aid is what it really is because so
much of these payments are going
overseas because so much of our debt is
held by overseas entities, but we do not
get anything for that.

You cannot go back to your district
and say now we have 20 percent of the
budget is going to just make these pay-
ments.

Let us not forget something. The So-
cial Security program is not supposed
to be a profit retirement plan. The
President is absolutely right. If we in-
vested since 1935 every dollar in the
stock market, we would have a lot
more money in the trust fund for sure.
The problem is the line would not go
like this. It would go like this.

The program was intended to be fun-
damentally an antipoverty program, a
safety net program. It is a program
that is there for everyone, and also, the
idea you are getting out a lot more
than when you put in. The President
says that it is a sign that the program
is broken. No. That is the way it was
created because we assume that from
generation to generation, just as your
generation did for us, we would be cre-
ating a stronger economy with more
coming into the Social Security pro-
gram.

He said there are so many fewer chil-
dren supporting the parents. Yeah, but
we are making a lot more. Thank good-
ness that economic growth continues
growing which is even more prepos-
terous, that when the budget actuaries
concluded we are going to start going
broke in the year 2042, they based it on
a presumption that for the first time
we are going to have a 20-year-period
where we start going in the other di-
rection. Some optimistic projection.

I keep hearing about the President
being the ultimate optimist. Well, not
if you believe the Social Security actu-
aries.
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So the idea that somehow we get
some value by doing this, I defy my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
that if you want to pay for homeland
security, which I do, if you want to pay
for national defense, which I do, and if
you want to pay for farm subsidies, as
many of you do, we do not actually
have farms in Brooklyn, but then you
cannot do any of those things if you
are paying that much in interest.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, the
other point is, as my colleague so aptly
put this, the up, down and the ebb and
flow of the stock market. Some of the
plans that are being offered from the
other side say no matter what your
savings account or your private ac-
count, where it is, if it is down at the
bottom, you rode the wave and then
you started losing money, like if you
wanted to draw out your private ac-
count in 2001, in 2002 when your 401(k)
was cut in half, some of our friends on
the other side of the aisle are saying it
is okay, there is a guaranteed min-
imum benefit for you, which sounds
good.

So here is a guy who, instead of pay-
ing into the Social Security system, is
paying into the private accounts, and
then when the private account goes
belly up, the government will come
back in again for the second time and
bail them out with a guaranteed ben-
efit. There are so many risky propo-
sitions here.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Once again,
there is no plan. It is almost like say-
ing I want to build a house but we do
not have a blueprint, but we are going
to build it and we are going to build it
on philosophy and we are going to
build it on what we may put out as
guiding principles.

I do not know if you heard us a little
earlier, but at the top of this hour we
talked about the majority side are say-
ing, well, you are saying that we need
to do something about Social Security,
but where is your plan? The same
thing, where is their plan? I mean, the
President came into this Chamber
there at that podium and said there
was a state of emergency, urgency,
about dealing with Social Security.

This is not the Weiner-Ryan-Meek re-
port saying that Social Security will
be solvent for years. They made the
tough decisions back when Reagan and
Tip O’Neill was running this House,
this House and even the leadership in
the other body. So it is important that
we come clean with the American peo-
ple.

If we can, I know that we have some
e-mails that some folks sent to us, but
we have to make sure that we are ask-
ing that the American people and also
that Members of Congress are even
asking some of the tough questions of
the administration.

I want to commend especially some
of our colleagues on the other side that
have said I am not comfortable with
this guiding principle thing; I am not
comfortable with the fact that people
may lose benefits or will lose benefits
under these private accounts.
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And I do not believe that I can sup-
port it.

Now, I hope that their back is strong,
because I can tell those on the major-
ity side that that is the same debate
we had with the Medicare vote. The
gentleman from New York was here on
the floor. He saw that debate. We all
have constituents, and now we are up
to 740-something billion dollars, start-
ing from 350.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, I tell my
colleagues that the ultimate decider of
this issue is not going to be the three
of us. The ultimate decider will be the
numbers of people sending e-mails to
30somethingdems@mail.house.gov and
who contact their elected officials who
say, before you go anywhere on this,
you should all understand there are
some issues that still unify a country
that is 50-50, and Social Security is one
of them.

The endearing beauty of the Social
Security system is that across demo-
graphic lines, across political lines in
all parts of this country, just about
every American has a story within
their family about how the Social Se-
curity has worked for them. Now, some
of our colleagues on the other side of
the aisle are famous for standing up in
March against something and then
meekly, no pun intended, in June, vot-
ing for it. We saw that with the Med-
icaid bill.

But at the end of the day, if we get a
sufficient number of calls or e-mails to
30somethingdems@mail.house.gov, we
are going to have the ability to say,
you know what, this is pure politics
now. And if we let that voice go out
there that this is not going to be
touched, we will eventually win enough
of them. And we will do this the old-
fashioned way.

There will be a core on the other side
of the aisle that says we are unpre-
pared. Now, admittedly, their ances-
tors in the Republican Party did not
cast a single vote for this in 1935 ei-
ther, so I am not so sure that they have
the ownership that we do of it. And we
are proud this is a Democratic legacy
program, but it is also one that has
helped millions and millions and mil-
lions of Republican families in subur-
ban areas and rural areas and every-
where else.

So the die has not been cast. This is
ultimately going to be up to the people
of the United States of America. And
they are going to see, just like they got
sold a pig in a poke with the Medicare
bill, we are not going to let that hap-
pen with this as well.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman. The more cyn-
ical side of me, and being a 30-some-
thing I should not be cynical just yet,
but that side of me says that this
whole thing may be a big side show.
While we are having this debate here
and we are all focused on Social Secu-
rity, we have a budget coming up here

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

that is ugly. We have a budget that is
coming up here that is going to slash
food stamps and Medicaid and increase
the Pell grant by $100 a year for 5 years
when tuition costs have doubled.

To those listening at home, I think
we need to keep our eye on a couple of
these issues here. Social Security is
definitely one of them, but I think it is
very important we understand there is
this other game going on here with the
budget and how dangerous that may be
for the long-term consequences of the
country.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
want my colleague from Ohio to get to
those e-mails. I want to make sure we
talk about if someone starts in a com-
pany with a hammer and two nails, and
then works for that company, not own
that company, but that paid into So-
cial Security, and maybe became the
foreman or forewoman or whatever it
may be, the supervisor, that that indi-
vidual is counting on one thing. They
may not be able to count on the com-
pany pension plan, but they can count
on Social Security being there for
them. Democrat, Republican, Inde-
pendent, Green Party, what have you,
it is there. And that is what it is in-
tended for.

If my colleague from Ohio could, so
we can let some of the folks know that
our e-mails, of course we cannot bring
in the reams of paper and e-mails, and
I am not being funny, I am just saying
that I want to commend those that
have e-mailed in and voiced their opin-
ions.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, just
to remind everyone of the e-mail real
quick:
30somethingdems@mail.house.gov.
Send us your thoughts on this.

We have a couple here: one from a
Harvey Johnson from Baltimore, who
says the ‘‘issue of privatization of So-
cial Security hits home with my mom,
the age of 81, recently widowed, now
lives on a total income of $1,000 a
month from just Social Security. When
you factor in the cost of much-needed
medicine, bare essentials such as rent,
utilities, and food, I still supplement
her income nearly 50 percent just to
make minimal ends meet. The thought
of a drastic reduction in her benefit
would force us to make even further
tough decisions, including possibly the
loss of some of her independence if she
were to need to move again. Frankly,
the more I hear of the President’s pro-
posals, the more upset I get.”

That is from Harvey.

Earl watched on C-SPAN last week.
He wanted us to make sure to mention
that the ‘“‘current system also provides
disability and survivor benefits.”

Earl, we did talk about that. We took
note of your e-mail here, and we did
make sure we mentioned that here to-
night. “If a younger worker becomes
disabled for any reason, he or she
would be guaranteed a disability ben-
efit, including benefits to their depend-
ents.”
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That is the thing. We are borrowing
the money from China, and we have to
compete with this great rising power in
the world. And if we do not have every
person on the field playing for us, we
are at a disadvantage. This is also an
economic argument, not even about
compassion. Although some of us may
feel that way, this is an economic argu-
ment. If one of your parents dies pre-
maturely and society does not come in
and step in and try to help, that is one
less person on our team.

One last one here, Mr. Speaker, from
Karan who says she watched the ‘30-
Something Dems’ last week and related
to a lot of the topics: taxes, deficits,
veterans, and said ‘‘after watching last
week’s talk, I feel more at home with
the Democrats and would love to know
more about how to become involved.”

So we are getting people engaged in
the process.

Mr. WEINER. And let me just reit-
erate, Mr. Speaker, and perhaps I have
a less cynical perspective than my col-
league does.

I think something good is coming out
of this in that our generation is re-
membering again that there was a time
in this country, in the early to mid-
1930s, where we had a poverty rate
among seniors that was approaching 40
percent; that we had just come through
the tremors of the Great Depression
that had left, frankly, our economy in
a shambles, and there were certain
things we did that made fundamental
sense that have endured throughout
time.

People sometimes do not understand
what the Social Security is and what it
is supposed to be. But if we can start to
animate a discussion in this country
among people of all generations about
why this is important and why we
should not be so sanguine about the
idea that we are paying for a lot of this
by borrowing out of Social Security
today. If the President was so con-
cerned about how solid the Social Se-
curity would be, one thing he could do
is stop borrowing from that trust fund
today.

So I think, frankly, having this dis-
cussion is going to turn out to be very
salutary if we prevail. If we do not pre-
vail, and if the President is successful
in pulling hundreds of millions of dol-
lars out of the Social Security system,
we are quite literally, our generation,
will be the one to live to regret it first.
Every other generation since the 1930s,
our parents and grandparents, have
benefited from this program, and we
are the ones that will wind up having
to fix it.

Mr. Speaker, so much of what we do
around here, unfortunately, is going to
be left to others; my colleague’s young
child is going to be left to clean up the
mess being created by the 107th, 108th
Congress; and it is very important that
we keep doing this.

It is also important that people con-
tinue to send their e-mails to
30somethingdems@mail.house.gov, be-
cause for every letter that we get,
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there is evidence that there are 100 or
200 that we are not actually receiving.

One final point on this: for those of a
generation who are not yet ready to
get Social Security, this is an eco-
nomic issue for you today, but it is
also an economic issue for you tomor-
row. Just the same way you would be
smart in investing in your 401(k), we
should be smart about legislating.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleagues for their time and
for being allowed to address the Amer-
ican people.

———

IRAQ WATCH

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CONAWAY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN) is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, we
are moving swiftly into the Iraq Watch
time, and many other Members will be
down here shortly to talk about a cou-
ple of different issues, one would be the
issue of Iraq that has been going on for
some time in a working group here.

Congress has been talking about this
issue over and over and trying to bring
some awareness and some clarity to
many of the people of this country who
are very concerned with what is going
on in Iraq. I would also like to, since
we claimed the time here, I would also
like to talk a little bit about the vet-
erans and a little bit about what is
going on here with the budget.

As we just talked about, and as the
gentleman from New York articulated
and the gentleman from Florida articu-
lated as well, there is some real pres-
sure being put on the budget here in
the United States Congress, and I did
mention it towards the end. One of the
programs that is going to take a real
beating here in the 2005 budget is going
to be the issue of veterans.

Now, the President has made a for-
mal request of this body for another $80
billion to help fund the Iraq war, and
this will take the grand total over $300
billion that we will spend on the Iraq
war. And that is just today. That is up
to this point. This $80 billion may get
us through the year, but some analysts
say it may not. We are going to be over
$300 billion in what we have spent in
Iraq.

Now, there is nobody in this Chamber
who will not support the troops, who
need our support. Many of us have ar-
gued, and I was on the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs in the last Congress,
many of us argued vehemently that we
need to fully fund veterans health care
in the United States of America. If we
are going to continue to say there are
other priorities in the budget, or that a
certain amount of people who make a
certain amount of money, a lot of
money, the Bill Gateses of the world,
should somehow get a tax cut and that
we should do it on the backs of the vet-
erans of the United States of America,
and tell them their copay is going to go
from $2 to $7, $7 to $15; that their an-
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nual fees are going to be increased up
to $250 if they are a category seven or
eight veteran, then this is an issue that
I think as much as Social Security at-
tacks some of the fundamental con-
cepts and promises of this country.

Is there anything more despicable
than to go out and tell a veteran who
has left a limb somewhere across the
world that somehow he is not going to
be able to get the kind of benefits he
was promised? That is what is hap-
pening with the irresponsibility of the
budgeteering that is going on in the
United States Congress today.

We showed the deficits: $450 billion.
We are out borrowing money, paying
interest on it, and eating up a bigger
share of the budget in years to come.
And we are not challenging the top 1
percent, or people making $1 million a
year or more to somehow pay their fair
share, to say they do not have to on
the backs of the veterans.

And no one can squirm out of this
one. This is one you just cannot get
away from. You can maybe talk pri-
vate accounts will yield more interest
and at least get people thinking, but
how can you not ask people who ben-
efit the most from the capitalistic sys-
tem to pay and meet their obligation
to the rest of society? Because if it
were not for those people, if it were not
for the veterans of the United States
military, there would be no capitalistic
system for anyone else to make money
off of. That 1is the fundamental
premise. So we need to make sure that
we find the resources in the Congress
to do it.

I would like to just take this oppor-
tunity to acknowledge the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH), who was
the Republican chairman of the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, who was a
great advocate for veterans in this
country and who was removed from the
chairmanship of the committee be-
cause he was too strong of an advocate
because he wanted more resources put
in.

I live in Ohio, and a lot of those folks
have moved into the State of Florida,
south Florida, Miami, and they have
some sun and fun; but there are a lot of
veterans who have stayed in my com-
munity and who are having a lot of dif-
ficulties accessing the system. So I
think it is appropriate that we are here
following this debate, the generation
that gave us Social Security, the gen-
eration that freed Europe, the genera-
tion that saved southeast Asia in many
ways, and who created a lot of the op-
portunities that we have here today
and set us on this path of democracy
and fiscal responsibility for years to
come, social justice. I think we have an
opportunity to honor those folks, espe-
cially as we have more people from our
generation coming back.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MEEK).

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 1
want to thank the gentleman from
Ohio for his comments, and I am very
excited about the fact that some Mem-
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bers of the Congress are watching out
for our veterans, making sure our vet-
erans are receiving what they deserve.

We talk about silver and blue hair
once again, but there are a number of
veterans that were in the first Gulf
War, in Korea, even some in Grenada,
definitely in Vietnam and World War
II, and other conflicts that we have
been involved in over the years; and it
is important they receive the care they
need not only at our veterans hospitals
but also because these veterans were
told when they signed up and they
went into harm’s way on behalf of this
country, on the philosophy of our lead-
ership and this Congress, that we would
provide those kind of benefits.

That is the reason why in the Presi-
dent’s budget, as we heard in the last
hour where we said how can we talk
about Social Security and not talk
about the budget, that it is important
that we realize that this budget is de-
plorable as it relates to keeping our
promise to our veterans and to our
young veterans. We have a lot of young
veterans out there that are trying to
raise families and dealing with real
issues. Some are on 50 percent benefits,
some are on 100 percent benefits be-
cause they laid it down for this coun-
try, Democrats and Republicans.
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I will tell you once again, when you
see the land of milk and honey, when it
comes down to the top 1 percent and
what they get and the promise that is
kept to them by this administration
and by the majority side, it is really
night and day. If you are in the top 1
percent, you are in good shape right
now. You are receiving every tax cut
that you could possibly get at this par-
ticular time, and I am pretty sure
there are some Members of this body
that would have some other great ideas
for you. But what happens to that indi-
vidual that works every day? What
happens to that individual that puts it
on the line every day?

We are talking about Iraq Watch, and
this is the hour that usually our col-
leagues come to the floor to talk about
Iraq. I just recently returned with a bi-
partisan group going to Iraq and Af-
ghanistan to visit our troops and also
to visit some of the civilians that are
over there. I will tell you that news re-
ports are not even covering half of
what is happening there. Tomorrow we
will have the opportunity on the Com-
mittee on Armed Services to hear from
Secretary Rumsfeld. We will have an
opportunity to hear the administra-
tion’s vision as it relates to Iraq, and
also to talk about this budget in the
Department of Defense. But it is im-
portant that we have past statements
and hopefully not to say that we want
to have the Secretary responding to
misstatements or anything of that na-
ture, but we want to make sure that we
are giving voice to those future vet-
erans and we are giving voice to the
troops that are over there in harm’s
way right now. There are individuals,
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and God bless them, they want to do
and they are doing the right thing that
they are being told to do. But we just
had the Iraqi elections. New elections
are going to be coming up in December.
Hopefully the Iraqis will be ready or
close to being ready for taking respon-
sibility for their country and for the
security of their country.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Just as we are
talking about this and all the sacrifices
that are being made over there and all
the questions that are coming up and
what is going on, before I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio, there are a cou-
ple of statistics that I think we need to
share with the American people about
the investment in our veterans, be-
cause we have to focus on the ones that
are coming back and new veterans that
are being created every day. I know the
gentleman has been out to Walter Reed
and I have been out to Walter Reed sev-
eral times. There is nothing more trag-
ic for any of us who serve in this body
than to go over there and see some of
these soldiers and the sacrifices that
they have made for the country, and to
come and look at some of what is hap-
pening here in the Congress, where our
President’s budget for health care pro-
grams provides only 106 million more
dollars than last year, $3.5 billion less
than the veterans service organizations
that come here and testify before the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs and
meet here say they need. The veterans
groups, the American Legion, they are
not going to come before Congress and
ask for anything more than their sol-
diers that they served with need. And
they say they need $3.5 billion more.
And so when you are telling us that
you are only going to increase it by
$106 million in the President’s budget,
it is outrageous.

I yield to the fine gentleman from
Ohio whom I split Mahoning County
with in the great State of Ohio.

Mr. STRICKLAND. I thank the gen-
tleman from Ohio for yielding. We also
have with us tonight the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. INSLEE). There
are some things that I think the Amer-
ican people need to understand about
what is happening here in Washington,
D.C., especially as we discuss the budg-
et and its relevance to the veterans
population. I am amazed. I am truly
amazed and puzzled. I really do not un-
derstand why the President and why
the Republican leadership in this
House would choose to treat veterans
with such disdain.

Why do I say that? I will share with
you some recent history with this ad-
ministration. One of the first things
the President did after becoming Presi-
dent during his first term was to in-
crease the cost that a veteran pays for
a prescription drug from $2 a prescrip-
tion to $7 a prescription. I introduced
legislation to repeal that increase but
unfortunately I was unable to get that
legislation passed. So now many vet-
erans, thousands of veterans, pay $7 for
each prescription they get through the
VA. Seven dollars may not sound like a
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lot of money, but many of the veterans
who are in need of medication take 10
or more prescriptions a month, and
many of these people are on fixed in-
comes. Many of them have fought our
wars. In fact, you can be a combat-
decorated veteran and you can be a pri-
ority 8 veteran. That is the veteran
that the administration says makes
too much money to currently qualify
to participate in VA health care. Or
you can be a priority 7 veteran, and a
priority 7 veteran is a veteran that has
a medical need but the medical need is
not a direct result of the military serv-
ice, and so they are charged more for
the VA health care they receive.

So the President increased the cost
of a prescription drug from $2 to $7.
Shortly after, the VA issued a new pol-
icy. It was in the form of a memo that
went to all the VA health care pro-
viders. It said basically, and I am sum-
marizing, but it said too many vet-
erans are coming in for service and we
cannot afford to treat all these vet-
erans and consequently there are wait-
ing lines; and so we are going to solve
this problem by rationing care to vet-
erans, and we are going to ration care
by prohibiting our nurses and social
workers and physicians from
proactively informing veterans of the
services they are entitled to receive
under the law.

We are talking about services that
lawfully were made available to them
by the actions of this Congress. I
thought that was egregious. I have
filed suit against the Veterans’ Admin-
istration in conjunction with the Viet-
nam Veterans of America to try to
overturn this egregious policy. That
suit is currently before the court. I am
hopeful the court will recognize that
the VA is in violation of law and will
force them to withdraw this onerous
gag order.

We see a pattern developing here. Be-
cause then the VA decided that they
were going to create a brand-new cat-
egory or priority group for veterans,
and they called that new category pri-
ority group 8. They said, this group
just simply can no longer enroll and re-
ceive VA health care. And why? Well,
because they make too much money, so
they should not be able to get health
care. The formula that is used to deter-
mine if a veteran is high income and no
longer entitled to receive VA health
care is based on a Housing and Urban
Development formula.

In my district, you can make as little
as $22,000 a year and the VA will con-
sider you high income and tell you that
you can no longer receive VA health
care. Think of that. Those of us who
serve in this Chamber, the American
people have a right to know that, make
over $150,000 a year. Maybe we can pay
$7 a prescription for our prescription
medications if we need to. Maybe we
can find the ability to afford the kind
of health insurance that will take care
of our medical needs if we need to. But
I submit to you that if you make
$22,000 a year, you are not high income.
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I think it is shameful, I use that word,
but it is shameful that this govern-
ment would make a decision to treat
our veterans in that manner.

And now, before I yield back to my
friend from Ohio, the Republican lead-
ership in this House has done some-
thing just very recently that the Amer-
ican people have a right to know about.
Because over the last Congress, Demo-
crats and Republicans worked together
on the VA Committee to preserve ade-
quate funding. It was not as much as I
wanted it to be, but at least it was
enough to maintain at least the cur-
rent level of services. And we did that
with the help of some of our Repub-
lican colleagues. The chairman of the
VA Committee in the last Congress
really enabled us to keep VA funding
at a level that enabled current services
to continue. That Republican Congress-
man’s name was CHRIS SMITH. He is a
Republican Congressman from the
State of New Jersey. Many people who
watch C-SPAN know CHRIS SMITH be-
cause he frequently stands in this
Chamber and he argues and advocates
for an end to abortion. I would call
CHRIS SMITH, at least in my judgment,
he is the most pro-life Member of this
House. I just point that out to empha-
size that he is a true conservative. He
is a true conservative.

CHRIS SMITH had served on the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs for 24
years, nearly a quarter of a century. He
had been the chair of the VA Com-
mittee for the last 4 years. But because
he was an advocate for veterans,
Speaker HASTERT and the leadership in
this House decided they were going to
strip him of his chair’s position. Not
only did they do that, they removed
him from this committee that he had
served on for 24 years, and they did
that in the face of opposition from 10 of
the national veterans service organiza-
tions. I am talking about the American
Legion, the Disabled American Vet-
erans, the Veterans of Foreign Wars,
the AMVETS, the Vietnam Veterans,
the Paralyzed Veterans of America, the
Noncommissioned Officers, the Jewish
War Veterans. All of these veterans or-
ganizations wrote Speaker HASTERT a
letter, they all signed their name to
that letter, and they said to Speaker
HASTERT, it would really be a shame
for CHRIS SMITH to be taken out of the
chair’s position and to be removed
from this committee because he has
been our friend. He has been an advo-
cate for veterans. What was Speaker
HASTERT’S response? CHRIS SMITH was
stripped of his chair’s position, re-
moved from the VA Committee.

I am asking my friend from Ohio, do
you see a pattern here? It seemed that
time after time after time, this admin-
istration and the leadership in this
House of Representatives, they are tak-
ing steps that are harmful to veterans.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. We just had an
hour where we discussed Social Secu-
rity and the private accounts, not to
get back into it, but this many Mem-
bers on the other side are willing to
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borrow $5 trillion over the next 20
years to pay for the privatization plan.
If you had come here and said, you
know, we maybe need to borrow $3.5
billion to fully fund veterans, I think
many of us on this side of the aisle
would say, well, we think we should
balance the budget, we probably think
that there is a better way of doing it,
but what a much better reason to go
out and borrow money, $3.5 billion
compared to $5 trillion granted, to
meet the obligation that we have.

I thought it would be interesting just
to show since 2001, I have these charts
working tonight so I am going to do
one final chart. This is the increase,
funding increases since 2001. This is the
percent of increase in funding. The red
is defense, the lavender is homeland se-
curity, and the blue is 9/11 response,
New York City, international and air-
line relief. This is 2004, 2003, 2002, 2001.
In 2004, 69 percent of the increase in
funding from this Congress went for de-
fense, 9 percent for homeland security,
and 12 percent for 9/11.

These are three priorities I think the
whole Congress could agree on. But to
have a 70 percent increase in the mili-
tary? You are telling me we could not
find $3.5 billion that could not get to
Halliburton in order to fund some of
this for our veterans? My point is that
this is an issue of priorities. This
comes down to one word, choice.
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What is the choice that this Congress
wants to make?

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker,
what the gentleman says is true. There
are several ways we can find the money
to pay for veterans health care. For
one thing, we can cut back on these tax
cuts that have gone to the richest peo-
ple. There are people in this country
who have never served in the military,
never put their lives on the line; and
yet this President, during this time of
war, has decided to give them a huge,
huge tax cut, while our veterans, many
of them becoming increasingly elderly
and disabled, are being deprived of ade-
quate health care, having to wait for
weeks and months to get a doctor’s ap-
pointment. That is just wrong.

So the President had a choice: tax
cuts for the richest people in America
or adequate funding for VA health
care. He chose tax cuts for the richest
among us.

There is something else I would like
to share with my friend from Ohio. We
are spending in Iraq today about $1.25
billion a week. Think of that. And we
cannot find an additional $3.5 billion
for our veterans, all of our veterans. I
do not want to choose among our vet-
erans. I do not want to say this veteran
is worthy and this veteran is not wor-
thy. All of these people have served the
country. They are in need of help and
health care, and I am getting sick and
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tired of hearing about focusing on the
core constituency. Of course we need to
focus on the core constituency. But
that does not mean that we should ne-
glect other veterans as well. And that
is what is happening. And I hope the
people in this country, especially the
veterans and the families of veterans,
are paying attention because we are
treating our veterans in a shabby man-
ner.

The President’s budget that he sent
us a couple of weeks ago is a shameful
document. It cuts back on nursing
home care for veterans. It is a shame-
ful document. And I do not want to
hear my colleagues over there say
these are tight budgetary times, we
just do not have the money.

We have the money, Mr. Speaker, to
pay for what we think is important. We
have the money for that. The fact is
that President Bush and this leader-
ship do not consider America’s vet-
erans a priority. They cannot run from
that fact. And I would just invite any
of my Republican friends to come to
this floor and let us discuss this open-
ly. Let us discuss the fact that Presi-
dent Bush is asking that our veterans
pay increased costs for medications,
that he wants to impose a $250 annual
user fee for many of our veterans to
use a hospital. I think it is shameful. I
really think it is shameful.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I appreciate the
comments, and I have just got to say it
is stunning. We are down here a lot and
we get wrapped up and frustrated and
upset about this; but I mean, when we
take a step back, this is stunning what
we are doing. It is absolutely stunning
that we can somehow expect the Amer-
ican people and the veterans that are
sitting at home tonight who make
$22,000 a year, who struggle and many
people in our community in northeast
Ohio who have lost their steel jobs or
their rubber jobs and have moved into
the VA health, they have moved into
VA health because they do not have
anything else. But they made the sac-
rifice. When the bell rung, they were
there.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, as 1
say, I would invite any of my Repub-
lican friends to come down here and
challenge what we are saying because
what we are saying is the truth.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, let me add
just to what the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. STRICKLAND) was saying. He was
asking why this administration cannot
make veterans a priority, but I would
suggest that we are not so much even
asking the administration to recognize
veterans as a priority, but just asking
them to give them a decent kind of reg-
ular order priority, because the fact of

H623

the matter is this administration, and
it is sad to say, has not only failed to
give the veterans priority. They have
really treated them like about second-
or third-class citizens.

The administration really has de-
cided to put veterans, some of whom
have lost limbs and health and their
lives in Iraq, on a second or third tier
below other folks that the administra-
tion values more highly. That is a fair-
ly dramatic thing to say, but let me
back up what I mean by that.

The administration has decided to
put people who earn over $400,000 a year
and got about almost a third of the tax
breaks that the President handed out,
the President refuses to ask any of
those folks to contribute in any way to
the Iraq war, and so basically the ad-
ministration has put veterans behind
those folks on a lower tier. He has not
just put them on a lower priority. He
has put them on a second-class tier,
but it is not just folks earning a high
income.

The President has also put Halli-
burton on a higher tier than the vet-
erans who have actually fought the
wars. We have not seen this adminis-
tration really get aggressive about the
misuse of funds in Iraq.

We Democrats had to hold sort of a
rump hearing. The gentleman from
California (Mr. WAXMAN) and the Sen-
ator from North Dakota had a hearing
to find out what happened to all this
money that disappeared into the finan-
cial swamps of Iraq.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, the
fact is that, as I understand it, about $9
billion is unaccounted for.

Mr. INSLEE. Exactly, Mr. Speaker.
And if the gentleman will continue to
yield, three times, three times the
amount of money it would take to fix
this problem with veterans so they
would not have to stand in line for 6
months to get treatment when they
come back from Iraq, this administra-
tion lost three times as much money in
the financial netherworld of Iraq, and
they refuse to do anything about it be-
cause it is embarrassing.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I would just like to
say that that would not be the least
embarrassing thing about this war.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, let me
mention maybe one of the most embar-
rassing things, and I read about this
today. When I said that this adminis-
tration has put veterans on a lower tier
of value, let me tell my colleagues the
sort of icing on the cake. Today, I read
that a group of veterans from the first
Persian Gulf War who were tortured by
Saddam Hussein in the Abu Ghraib
prison brought a lawsuit in the Amer-
ican courts against Iraq, the Iraqi Gov-
ernment, and they were granted a sig-
nificant judgment, several millions of
dollars for the abuse, and it was hor-
rendous abuse. These were fliers who
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went down in the first Persian Gulf
War, were captured by Saddam’s forces,
and were terribly tortured; and they
won a judgment that seemed to me to
make the right decision considering
what they went through. They now are
attempting to enforce that judgment
against Iraq and against the oil reve-
nues that are generated in Iraq.

So what did the administration do?
Did it come to the aid of these veterans
who were so terribly tortured at Abu
Ghraib? No. This administration went
to court to refuse to pay these veterans
the judgment they had received against
the Iraqi oil field money, essentially,
which is now pouring into Iraq.

And the irony of this is pretty amaz-
ing because our Secretary of Defense,
Rumsfeld, has said we are going to pay
damages to the Iraqgis who were subject
to the abusive conditions in Abu
Ghraib by our forces. The same defense
Secretary who said we ought to pay the
Iraqis who were abused in Abu Ghraib,
unfortunately, in our situation, in our
custody, now steps in and refuses to
allow our Americans to get payment
when Saddam Hussein tortured them.
What kind of convoluted cockamamie,
knuckleheaded policy is that.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, 1
have introduced legislation to make
this government stop what they are
doing, stop fighting these veterans,
these tortured veterans. The gen-
tleman explained it well, but I would
like to just take a stab at it as well be-
cause what we have here is these are
soldiers that were captured during the
first Gulf War, and they were terribly
tortured under Saddam Hussein’s re-
gime. This government, as my col-
leagues recall, had held on to billions
of dollars that were Iraqi dollars, and
when these tortured Americans sued
and won their suit, they were laying
claim on those dollars that this coun-
try had possession of, and this adminis-
tration returned that money to Iraq
and literally used the Justice Depart-
ment to go to court to try to set aside
that judgment that would compensate
these soldiers.

And the gentleman from Washington
State is right. At the same time, here
is Secretary Rumsfeld speaking of the
Iraqis who were abused at Abu Ghraib
prison saying they are going to be com-
pensated. So our Secretary of Defense
is willing to use American dollars to
compensate Iraqis who had been abused
by Americans, and at the same time
this government is fighting to keep our
American troops who were tortured in
Iraq from being compensated with Iraqi
dollars. How can one explain that to
the American people? It is unbeliev-
able.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, there is an
explanation, and it is very clear what
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the explanation is. The explanation is
that this administration puts on a
higher tier of value the Iraqi provi-
sional government in dollars than
these American veterans who were tor-
tured. They put them on a higher tier,
number one. Number two, the adminis-
tration puts Halliburton on a higher
tier than veterans because they refused
to give this $9 billion back that could
be used to finance veterans, number
two. Number three, this administration
puts people who earn over $400,000 a
year and got a tax cut that the admin-
istration refuses to even talk about
now, it puts them higher than the peo-
ple who went to Iraqg and came home
sometimes without legs.

I do not believe that is consistent
with American values on how we ought
to look at respective contribution by
Americans to our freedom, which was
the ultimate contribution of these vet-
erans. But it shows a skewed value
judgment by the administration. That
explains why this administration takes
the position.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman will continue to yield, I
think it shows a moral blindness. I
really do. I mean, we are talking here
about decisions that are made that af-
fect the lives of American soldiers, and
in this case soldiers who were tortured.
There is no question that they were
tortured. There is no question about
that. There is no question as to who
was responsible. It was the Iraqi Gov-
ernment under Saddam Hussein.

Now this administration is trying to
play, I think, word games because they
are saying, well, that was the govern-
ment that existed under Saddam Hus-
sein and now that Saddam Hussein has
been removed from office, this new
government is not responsible for what
happened under Saddam Hussein. But I
would remind the gentleman from
Washington State the money that we
were holding on to here was money
that was from the Saddam Hussein
government and regime. So I would
like to ask the President if I had a
chance to talk with him, I would like
to say: Mr. President, why do you
think Iraqis who were mistreated at
Abu Ghraib deserve to be compensated
with American tax dollars and at the
same time you do not believe that
American soldiers who were tortured
when they were captured and held in
Iraq should be compensated with Iraqi
dollars? That seems like a fairly
straightforward question, and I just
wonder how the President would an-
swer that.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I think I
know, if I can posit a hypothesis, in
general how the President would an-
swer, perhaps in more diplomatic terms
than I will offer, but I think he would
say: Mr. STRICKLAND, with all due re-
spect, you just do not get it. Our ad-
ministration has made a decision for
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the first time in American history to
fight a war, but the only people we are
going to ask to sacrifice are veterans.
Nobody else is going to have to sac-
rifice.

Mr. STRICKLAND. And the soldiers
that are active duty.

Mr. INSLEE. And the soldiers that
are active duty.

Mr. STRICKLAND. And Reservists
and Nation Guard.

Mr. INSLEE. And Reservists, some of
whom are going to have to go back for
a second and third deployment. These
are the only Americans that we have
asked to suffer and sacrifice because I,
as President of the United States, do
not think this is worth fighting enough
to ask any other Americans to sacrifice
rather than that small, less than %
percent of the population. So as a re-
sult, I, as President, have made a deci-
sion that if the veterans get in my way
by needing health care or if the vet-
erans get in my way by having a judg-
ment because they got tortured by
Saddam Hussein and if they get in my
way because they want to get Halli-
burton to pay the 9 billion bucks back
that was fraudulently used by at least
somebody over in Iraq, then it is just
tough.
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They are not going to get in my way,
because I as president am not going to
touch tax cuts, I am going to do deficit
spending, I am going to continue to cut
these veterans off from getting pay-
ment, because if I get away with it,
that is good enough for me. That is the
only answer I can think of.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman will yield further, we
are standing here and talking about
this, and there are probably Americans
watching and perhaps a few listening
to us, and what we are saying sounds
almost unbelievable.

I understand how someone listening
to this may be puzzled, because there is
no rational explanation, as far as I am
concerned. Why should this govern-
ment put a greater value on compen-
sating Iraqis than on compensating
tortured Americans? It just does not
make sense. And it does not fit the
image that is usually presented to the
American people by this administra-
tion, because you hear a lot of rhetoric
about how much we appreciate our sol-
diers, how much we appreciate what
the military does for us, but the world
now knows, and certainly most Ameri-
cans that have paid attention, that we
did send our soldiers into battle with-
out adequate body armor, and we have
them driving around in vehicles in Iraq
that are not properly armored, and we
have people over there conducting pa-
trols and driving long distances and
taking fuel from one part of Iraq to the
other part of Iraq without night vision
goggles. So we know there has been
that kind of neglect.

But what my friend has brought to
our attention here tonight regarding
these tortured Americans and the ad-
ministration’s fighting them through
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the courts to keep them from getting
compensated by the Iraqi government
is nearly unbelievable.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I think if you are
sitting at home listening to this debate
that we are having here, the discussion
we are having here, there is a real key
component, and I mentioned it earlier
and I think it is worth reiterating:
Every major veteran’s service organi-
zation is against what the President
and this Congress is doing.

This is the most noble generation in
the history of our country. They are
fiscally conservative. They are Repub-
licans and Democrats. They are frugal.
They saved. They never had the kind of
personal debt that our Nation has
today, not their generation.

They are not going to ask for money
just to ask for it. They need it, and
they see the need with their friends,
within their organizations, and they
are asking for it. If you do not believe
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. STRICK-
LAND), the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. INSLEE), the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. RYAN) or the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MEEK), believe all the vet-
erans organizations that are out there
sticking up for their membership. If
there is anybody you should believe, it
is them.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, I want to tip
a hat to these veterans groups, who are
really one of the least demanding
groups of people I have ever worked
with, considering how they have been
mistreated since this Iraq war started
and since this administration started
to cut health care. Incredibly, they
have been respectful in bringing this to
our attention. But, frankly, if they
were yelling at the top of their lungs
and circling the White House with
pitchforks and torches, I think that
would be, frankly, understandable.

I was talking to somebody the other
day saying if you are a World War II
veteran right now and you have a
urological concern and you want to get
an exam, you have to wait like four
months in the State of Washington to
get in for an examination. That is just
not right. Those lines are getting
longer, and they will continue to get
longer because of these cuts in the gen-
eral VA budget.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
STRICKLAND) has talked with some elo-
quence about raising the deductible
that individual veterans have to pay.
Now they are also trying to soak vet-
erans for $250 up front before you get
your first dollar of health care pay-
ments, if you make the enormous sum
of $22,000, which puts people right up in
the Donald Trump category, I am sure.

They are also cutting the general
budget, or not raising it to the level it
demands, for the whole hospital sys-
tem, which means these waiting lines
get longer, just as the number of people
who need them get larger. So it is a
multiple. It is like a death by a thou-
sand cuts.
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Let me suggest one reason why we do
not hear as much as we should about
this issue. If you look at the pictures of
our Iraqi veterans who are coming
home, and we in Congress on both sides
of the aisle have visited with them and
know how courageous these mostly
young and not-so-young people are, if
you look at pictures of them, they are
a lot of times alone. They have gone
back a lot of times to a small town and
are living in somebody’s basement, and
you see them sitting on the edge of a
chair with a missing limb. They are
kind of alone. There is not a big group
around them except maybe their imme-
diate family. They do not have a
blaring group of bugles and a press
corps to advocate their cause. Maybe
that is what we ought to be doing here
tonight, and in some small way I guess
we are.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman will yield further, why
is there not an outcry about this? I
think one of the reasons is that the
American people are not fully aware of
what is happening and find it hard to
believe. I can understand why someone
listening to us tonight would find it
hard to believe what we have said, be-
cause it is so outrageous.

It is outrageous. As I said a little
earlier, it is contrary to the public
image we get from this administration,
because if you listen to rhetoric com-
ing from the White House and coming
from the leadership in this House here,
you would think that they really ap-
preciate the veterans and they care for
veterans and they were going to do ev-
erything they could to care for vet-
erans. But the facts just do not match
the rhetoric.

You could also wonder why is there
not an outcry from many of the Repub-
licans who I know care about veterans?
I have friends on that side of the aisle
that I know are veterans themselves,
and they deeply in their hearts care for
veterans. The gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. SMITH) was one such person
that I mentioned, the former Chair of
the committee. But I think there is a
hesitancy to speak out, because if you
speak out and you challenge the lead-
ership over there, there is a price to
pay.

The gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) found that out. When he spoke
up for veterans, he was stripped of his
chairman position and he was taken off
of a committee that he had been on for
24 years. That is almost unbelievable.
Twenty-four years, a quarter of a cen-
tury almost, this man had served on
that committee.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman would yield, when they stripped
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) of his chairmanship, he was sort
of politically decapitated, if you will,
because he had a dissenting voice in
the Republican caucus. He wanted to
bring to the country’s attention the
fact that veterans were not getting
their due. That was a courageous step
by him. As a result, the leadership es-
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sentially lynched him and excommuni-
cated him from the leadership position
he held, after 25 years.

Think of what that message is to
Iraq. We saw Iraqis really courageously
go to the polls. That was amazing.
They had a 58 percent or 60 percent
turnout, almost 82 percent in a lot of
the Shiite areas. There were people
who walked through violence to get to
the polls. This was a lot of personal
courage there that we should respect in
a lot of ways. One would think we
ought to honor that and send some
messages to Iraq about how to run a
democracy.

Well, look at just three examples,
how under the leadership of the current
House, what our lessons to Iraq are.
Number one, to the Sunnis, we want
the Sunnis to come into the Iraqi gov-
ernment. We want the minority group
to participate in the government, be-
cause if we do not get the Sunnis in-
volved in the Iraqi government, this in-
surgency is going to continue to bloom.
So our message is to the Shiites, em-
brace the Sunnis. Let them come in
and have a voice in your government.
Let dissent have a voice. Reach a con-
sensus through embracing the minor-
ity.

What do they do here in the House of
Representatives? To their own Mem-
ber, the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. SMITH), who had a dissenting view-
point, kind of the position the Sunnis
are in as a minority, boom, off with his
head, silence him. Take him out of the
political discourse here by removing
his chairmanship. That is not a good
message to the Iraqis about how de-
mocracy ought to run.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman will yield further, I do
not think is it is a good message to the
rest of the Republicans who serve
there. The message is if you challenge
us, you are in trouble. So it silences
even their own Members. It keeps them
from having the ability to speak up
and speak out.

I have said before, we are elected to
come here to represent the people who
vote for us and make us their rep-
resentative. We do not come here to
serve the gentleman from Illinois
(Speaker HASTERT). We do not come
here to serve the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY) or the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI). We come
here to represent the people who send
us here.

If my Republican friends do not have
the freedom to speak up and speak out
about what they think is right for their
constituents without getting a com-
mittee taken away from them or get-
ting a position taken away from them,
well, then they become impotent, quite
frankly. They are not able to be a true
representative.

I ask this question: Where are the
friends of the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. SMITH)? Where are they in the
Republican caucus? I want to tell you,
if that happened to my friend from
Washington State, if our Democratic
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leadership did that, or if our Demo-
cratic leadership did that to my col-
league from the State of Ohio, I would
be outraged, and I think Members of
our caucus would be outraged. We
would not stand for it.

But there is a silence over there that
is very, very troubling. What it means
is there is one or two or three people
who are in charge of what happens in
this House, and the others go a long to
get along.

I quoted this statement from Ben
Franklin before. I think it is good and
applicable. Ben Franklin said, “If you
act like sheep, the wolves will eat
you.” I wonder if my colleagues over
there are not acting like sheep? They
are being awfully quiet. They let an
honored, respected, hard-working, com-
mitted, devoted, dedicated member of
their caucus be treated in that manner,
be treated in that manner, and I did
not hear any public outcry at all. None
at all.

I think it must be because of fear, be-
cause I know there are people over
there who respected the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH), who be-
lieved he was right in his thinking and
in the position he was trying to take as
an advocate for veterans. Yet I did not
hear any public outcry.

I think it is a shame that this House
would be so constrained out of fear of
what the leadership may do if the indi-
vidual members speak up and speak
out.

Mr. INSLEE. If the gentleman will
yield further, the President had some
eloquent language about freedom
around the world, which is something
we all aspire to. I guess we are saying
people ought to have freedom in the
House of Representatives to stand up
for veterans, and not be punished as
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) was. That is wrong, and we are
going to continue to be a voice for vet-
erans so this administration does not
cut their health care.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I would like to
thank both gentlemen tonight and just
say we are willing to work with the
other side to find the $3.5 billion,
whether it is out of the $500 billion or
$600 billion increase to the Medicare
program that we just found out about,
we could squeeze $3.5 billion out of
that, or whether it is asking the
wealthiest to help. We are willing to
work with them and follow the vet-
erans organizations and do what is
right to our veterans who made the
sacrifices.

————

CORRECTION TO THE CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD OF TUESDAY,
FEBRUARY 1, 2006 AT PAGE H280

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

448. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, APHIS, Department of Ag-
riculture, transmitting the Department’s
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final rule—Bovine Spongiform
Encephalopathy; Minimal-Risk Regions and
Importation of Commodities [Docket No. 03—
080-3] (RIN: 0579-AB73) received January 4,
2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

———————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Ms. EsHOO (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today and the balance of
the week.

Mr. STUPAK (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today and the balance of
the week.

Mr. WAMP (at the request of Mr.
DELAY) for today on account of a fam-
ily commitment.

Mr. MILLER of Florida (at the request
of Mr. DELAY) for today on account of
weather-related travel delays.

————————

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. WOOLSEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CUELLAR, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. EMANUEL, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. THOMPSON of California, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. CARDOZA, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. CUMMINGS, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. MALONEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida, for 5
minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. GINGREY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. PRICE of Georgia, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. OSBORNE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ROHRABACHER, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. BARTON of Texas, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GINGREY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
today and February 16 and 17.

Mr. ToM DAVIS of Virginia, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, February 16.

————

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 58 minutes
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p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, February 16, 2005,
at 10 a.m.

————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

799. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a request
for FY 20054 supplemental appropriations for
ongoing military and intelligence operations
in support of Operation Iraqi Freedom, Oper-
ation Enduring Freedom, and selected other
international activities, including tsunami
relief and reconstruction; (H. Doc. No. 109-9);
to the Committee on Appropriations and or-
dered to be printed.

800. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Drawbridge Oper-
ation Regulations; Corpus Christi-Port Aran-
sas Channel-Tule Lake, Corpus Christi, TX
[CGDO08-05-009] received January 31, 2005, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

801. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Drawbridge Oper-
ation Regulations; Gulf Intracoastal Water-
way — Bayou Boeuf, Amelia, LA [CGD08-05-
007] received January 31, 2005, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

802. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Drawbridge Oper-
ation Regulations: Newtown Creek, Dutch
Kills, English Kills, and their tributaries, NY
[CGDO01-04-157] received January 31, 2005, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

803. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Drawbridge Oper-
ation Regulation; Houma Navigation Canal,
Houma, LA [CGD08-05-004] (RIN: 1625-AA09)
received January 31, 2005, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

804. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Drawbridge Oper-
ation Regulation, Gulf Intracoastal Water-
way, Houma, LA [CGD08-05-003] (RIN: 1625-
AA09) received January 31, 2005, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

805. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Drawbridge Oper-
ation Regulations: Newtown Creek, Dutch
Kills, English Kills, and their tributaries, NY
[CGDO01-05-004] received January 31, 2005, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

806. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Dela-
ware River [CGDO05-05-006] (RIN: 1625-AA00)
received January 31, 2005, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

807. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
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of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Safety Zone; St.
Johns River, Jacksonville, Florida [COTP
Jacksonville 04-133] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received
January 31, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

808. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Modi-
fication to Class E Airspace; Mena, AR
[Docket No. FAA-2004-19405; Airspace Docket
No. 2004-ASW-14] received January 31, 2005,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

809. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Estab-
lishment of Class E Airspace; Lexington, OR
[Docket No. FAA-2003-16137; Airspace Docket
03-ANM-07] received January 31, 2005, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

810. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Modi-
fication of Class E Airspace; Cozad, NE
[Docket No. FAA-2004-17422; Airspace Docket
No. 04-ACE-23] received January 31, 2005, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

811. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Estab-
lishment of Class E Airspace; Melbourne, AR
[Docket No. FAA-2004-19406; Airspace Docket
No. 2004-ASW-15] received January 31, 2005,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

812. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Estab-
lishment of Class E Airspace; Mount Vernon,
TX [Docket No. FAA-2004-19407; Airspace
Docket No. 2004-ASW-16] received January
31, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

813. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Modi-
fication of Restricted Areas 5103A, 5103B, and
5103C, and Revocation of Restricted Area
5103D; McGregor, NM [Docket No. FAA-2004-
17773; Airspace Docket No. 04-ASW-11] (RIN:
2120-AA66) received January 31, 2005, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

814. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Modi-
fication of Class E Airspace; Scribner, NE
[Docket No. FAA-2004-19327; Airspace Docket
No. 04-ACE-56] received January 31, 2005, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

815. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Modi-
fication of Class E Airspace; Imperial, NE
[Docket No. FAA-2004-19329; Airspace Docket
No. 04-ACE-58] received January 31, 2005, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

816. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Saab Model SAAB
SF340A and SAAB 340B Series Airplanes
[Docket No. 2002-NM-182-AD; Amendment 39-
13882; AD 2004-24-06] (RIN: 2120-A A64) received
January 31, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.
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817. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Empresa Brasileira de
Aeronautica S.A. (EMBRAER) Model EMB-
135 and -145 Series Airplanes [Docket No.
2003-NM-97-AD; Amendment 39-13909; AD
2004-25-21] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received January
31, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

818. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Saab Model SAAB
2000 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 2002-NM-
347-AD; Amendment 39-13908; AD 2004-25-20]
(RIN: 2120-AA64) received January 31, 2005,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

819. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Bombardier Model
CL-600-1A11 (CL-600), CL-600-2A12 (CL-601),
CL-600-2B16 (CL-601-3A, CL-601-3R, and CL-
604) Series Airplanes [Docket No. FAA-2004-
19862; Directorate Identifier 2004-NM-228-AD;
Amendment 39-13907; AD 2004-25-19] (RIN:
2120-AA64) received January 31, 2005, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

820. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; GE Aircraft Engines
(GE) CF34-3A, CF34-3A2, CF34-1A, CD-34-3A1,
CF34-3B, and CF34-3B1 Series Turbofan En-
gines [Docket No. 2003-NE-67-AD; Amend-
ment 39-13914; AD 2004-26-02] (RIN: 2120-AA64)
received January 31, 2005, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

821. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 747 Se-
ries Airplanes [Docket No. 2001-NM-179-AD;
Amendment 39-13911; AD 2004-25-23] (RIN:
2120-AA64) received January 31, 2005, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

822. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Rolls-Royce plc RB211
Series Turbofan Engines [Docket No. 2000-
NE-62-AD; Amendment 39-13915; AD 2004-26-
03] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received January 31,
2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

823. A letter from the Chief, Regulation
Management, Office of Regulation Policy
and Management, VBA, Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Loan Guaranty: Implementation
of Public Law 107-103 (RIN: 2900-AL23) re-
ceived January 27, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

824. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations Branch, Internal
Revenue Service, transmitting the Service’s
final rule — Income Attributable to Domes-
tic Production Activities [Notice 2005-14] re-
ceived January 27, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

——————

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:
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Mrs. CAPITO: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 95. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 310) to increase
the penalties for violations by television and
radio broadcasters of the prohibitions
against transmission of obscene, indecent,
and profane material, and for other purposes
(Rept. 109-6). Referred to the House Cal-
endar.

Mr. GINGREY: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 96. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (S. 5) to amend the pro-
cedures that apply to consideration of inter-
state class actions to assure fairer outcomes
for class members and defendants, and for
other purposes (Rept. 109-7). Referred to the
House Calendar.

———

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. GORDON (for himself, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. DAVIS of
Tennessee, Mr. JENKINS, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mr. COOPER, Mr. CASE, Mr.
ETHERIDGE, Mr. BAIRD, Mr. WU, Mr.
LARSEN of Washington, Mr. MATHE-
SON, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. LATHAM, Mr.
COSTELLO, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. UDALL
of Colorado, Mr. CRAMER, Ms.
BORDALLO, Mr. MELANCON, Mr. AL
GREEN of Texas, Mr. CARNAHAN, Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, and
Mr. SOUDER):

H.R. 798. A bill to provide for a research
program for remediation of closed meth-
amphetamine production laboratories, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Science.

By Mrs. MALONEY (for herself, Mr.
SANDERS, Ms. WATSON, Ms. WATERS,
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. WEINER,
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. JACKSON of Illi-
nois, and Mr. CUMMINGS):

H.R. 799. A bill to amend the Expedited
Funds Availability Act to redress imbalances
between the faster withdrawals permitted
under the Check 21 Act and the slower rates
for crediting deposits, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices.

By Mr. STEARNS (for himself, Mr.
BOUCHER, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Ms.
HART, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland,
Mr. BASS, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan,
Mr. BLUNT, Mr. WILSON of South
Carolina, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. REYNOLDS,
Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr.
BOEHLERT, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. TERRY,
Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. BAKER, Mr.

BRADLEY of New Hampshire, Mr.
SIMPSON, Mr. BOEHNER, Mrs.
BLACKBURN, Mr. MCcHUGH, Mr.
SOUDER, Mr. WICKER, Mr. CANNON,

Mr. BoyD, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Mr. GAR-
RETT of New Jersey, Mr. MANZULLO,
Mr. GINGREY, Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky,
Mr. MARSHALL, Mr. BONILLA, Mr.
CANTOR, Mr. BACA, Mr. TANNER, Mr.
LEwis of Kentucky, Mr. ScoTT of
Georgia, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. LARSEN of
Washington, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. BERRY,
Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr.
MCCRERY, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Vir-
ginia, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, Mr.
SWEENEY, Mr. PENCE, Mr. DAVIS of
Tennessee, Mr. AKIN, Mr. CHOCOLA,
Mr. THOMAS, Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. SULLIVAN,
Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr. FOLEY, Mr.
NUNES, Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky, Mr.
CULBERSON, Mr. OTTER, Mr. WALDEN
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of Oregon, Mr. REHBERG, Mr.
GOHMERT, Ms. HERSETH, Mr. GIBBONS,
Mr. BURGESS, Mr. WESTMORELAND,
Mr. CARTER, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. RENZI,
Mr. BONNER, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. SHU-
STER, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr.
PICKERING, Mr. GOODE, Mr. ROGERS of
Alabama, Mr. GORDON, Mrs. CAPITO,
Mr. EVERETT, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska,
Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr.
HENSARLING, Mr. MORAN of Kansas,
Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina, Mr.
RYUN of Kansas, Mr. MARCHANT, Mr.
MACK, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. HEFLEY,

Mr. COOPER, Mr. CALVERT, Mr.
HAYWORTH, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona,
Mr. IssA,  Mr. DINGELL, Mr.

TANCREDO, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. SIMMONS,
Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. THORN-
BERRY, Mr. PoMBO, Mr. KELLER, Mr.

HERGER, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr.
SCHWARZ of Michigan, and Mr. NOR-
WOOD):

H.R. 800. A bill to prohibit civil liability
actions from being brought or continued
against manufacturers, distributors, dealers,
or importers of firearms or ammunition for
damages or injunctive or other relief result-
ing from the misuse of their products by oth-
ers; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. COOPER (for himself, Mr.
HALL, Mrs. MCCARTHY, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. McCNULTY, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. PAYNE,

Mr. RANGEL, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. FORD,
Mr. TANNER, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. WILSON
of South Carolina, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
DAVIS of Tennessee, and Mr. STARK):

H.R. 801. A bill to amend titles XVIII and
XIX of the Social Security Act to provide for
coverage under the Medicare and Medicaid
Programs of certain screening procedures for
diabetic retinopathy, and to amend the Pub-
lic Health Service Act to establish pilot pro-
grams to foster such screening, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee
on Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. DREIER (for himself, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, and Mr.
BACA):

H.R. 802. A bill to amend the Reclamation
Wastewater and Groundwater Study and Fa-
cilities Act to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to participate in the Inland Empire
regional recycling project and in the
Cucamonga Valley Water District recycling
project; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. ANDREWS (for himself and Mr.
PLATTS):

H.R. 803. A bill to require entering students
who will reside in on-campus housing at
postsecondary institutions to have received
meningococcal vaccinations; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. BAKER:

H.R. 804. A Dbill to exclude from consider-
ation as income certain payments under the
national flood insurance program; to the
Committee on Financial Services.

By Ms. BERKLEY (for herself, Mr.
BIsHOP of Georgia, Mr. BOUCHER, Ms.
CORRINE BROWN of Florida, Ms. CAR-
SON, Mr. CASE, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.
COSTELLO, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mrs. DAVIS of California,
Mr. EVANS, Mr. FILNER, Mr. GORDON,
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HINOJOSA, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. KIND, Ms.
LEE, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. ZOE
LOFGREN of California, Mrs. MCCAR-
THY, Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. MCDERMOTT,
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Mr. MEEKS of New York, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. NEAL of
Massachusetts, Ms. NORTON, Mr.

OWENS, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
RYAN of Ohio, Mr. SANDERS, Mr.
SERRANO, Ms. SOLIS, Mr. STRICKLAND,
Mr. STUPAK, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico,
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr.
WYNN, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. REYES, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. GRIJALVA,
Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. MARKEY,
and Mr. LIPINSKI):

H.R. 805. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to increase burial benefits for
veterans, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. BILIRAKIS:

H.R. 806. A bill to modify the provision of
law which provides a permanent appropria-
tion for the compensation of Members of
Congress, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Rules, and in addition to the
Committee on Appropriations, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. BLUMENAUER (for himself,
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr.
CASE, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. INSLEE, Mr.

MCDERMOTT, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.
SNYDER, and Mr. THOMPSON of Cali-
fornia):

H.R. 807. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the transpor-
tation fringe benefit to bicycle commuters;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BROWN of South Carolina (for
himself, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland,
Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire, Ms.
GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida, Mr.
CALVERT, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. ToMm
DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr.
FILNER, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. GREEN of
Wisconsin, Mr. HoLT, Mr. JENKINS,
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Ms.
KAPTUR, Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan,
Mrs. MCCARTHY, Mr. MILLER of Flor-
ida, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr.
REYES, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Mr. TERRY, Mr. WOLF, and Ms.
WOOLSEY):

H.R. 808. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to repeal the offset from sur-
viving spouse annuities under the military
Survivor Benefit Plan for amounts paid by
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs as depend-
ency and indemnity compensation; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. CANTOR (for himself, Mr. RYAN
of Wisconsin, Mr. ENGLISH of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr.
MCCRERY, Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky,
Mr. HERGER, Mr. CAMP, and Mr.
MCcCAUL of Texas):

H.R. 809. A bill to make permanent the in-
dividual income tax rates for capital gains
and dividends; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. CASTLE (for himself, Ms.
DEGETTE, Mr. BASS, Mr. DINGELL, Mr.
FOLEY, Mr. WAXMAN, Mrs. BoNO, Mr.
STARK, Mr. ToM DAVIS of Virginia,
Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. KIRK, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. EVANS,
Mr. SHAYS, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. SIM-
MONS, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. BOEHLERT,
Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. SCHWARZ of Michi-
gan, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr. GIB-
BONS, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. GILCHREST,
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. PORTER, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. ACKER-
MAN, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. ANDREWS, Ms.
BEAN, Mr. BECERRA, Ms. BERKLEY,
Mr. BERMAN, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr.
BI1sHOP of Georgia, Mr. BISHOP of New
York, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. BOS-
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WELL, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. BRADLEY of
New Hampshire, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr.
CAPUANO, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. CARNAHAN,
Ms. CARSON, Mr. CASE, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. CLAY, Mr. CLEAV-
ER, Mr. COOPER, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
DAvVIS of Alabama, Mr. DAVIS of Illi-
nois, Mr. DAvis of Florida, Mrs.
DAvVIs of California, Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. DICKS, Mr. DOGGETT,
Mr. EMANUEL, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. ESHOO,
Mr. FARR, Mr. FILNER, Mr. FORD, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. GOR-
DON, Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mr.
GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. GRIJALVA,
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. HARMAN, Ms.
HERSETH, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. HINCHEY,
Mr. HoNDA, Ms. HOOLEY, Mr. HOLT,
Mr. HOYER, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. ISRAEL,
Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. KENNEDY of
Rhode Island, Ms. KILPATRICK of
Michigan, Mr. KIND, Mr. KOLBE, Mr.
LANTOS, Mr. LARSEN of Washington,
Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Mr.
LEACH, Ms. LEE, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN
of California, Mrs. LOWEY, Mrs.
MALONEY, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MATHE-
SON, Mrs. MCCARTHY, Ms. McCOLLUM
of Minnesota, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. MENEN-
DEZ, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. MOORE of Kansas, Mr.
MORAN of Virginia, Mr. NADLER, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Mr. NEAL of Massachu-
setts, Ms. NORTON, Mr. OLVER, Mr.
OWENS, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. PASCRELL,
Mr. PASTOR, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. PRICE of
North Carolina, Mr. REYES, Mr. ROSS,
Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER,
Mr. RUSH, Mr. SABO, Ms. LinDpDA T.
SANCHEZ of California, Ms. LORETTA

SANCHEZ of California, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. SCHIFF, Ms.
SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania, Mr.

SHERMAN, Mr. SMITH of Washington,
Mr. SNYDER, Ms. SOLIS, Mr. SPRATT,
Mr. STRICKLAND, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. TOWNS,
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Ms.
WATERS, Ms. WATSON, Mr. WEINER,
Mr. WEXLER, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. WU,
Mr. WYNN, and Mr. DENT):

H.R. 810. A bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act to provide for human embryonic
stem cell research; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

By Mrs. CUBIN:

H.R. 811. A bill to reduce temporarily the
royalty required to be paid for sodium pro-
duced on Federal lands, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. CUMMINGS (for himself and
Mr. SOUDER):

H.R. 812. A bill to amend the Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy Act Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 1998 to ensure that adequate
funding is provided for certain high intensity
drug trafficking areas; to the Committee on
Government Reform, and in addition to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. EMANUEL (for himself, Mr.
SNYDER, Mr. REYES, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. PAYNE, Ms.
WOOLSEY, Mr. BERRY, Mr. KENNEDY of
Rhode Island, Mr. ENGEL, Ms.
DELAURO, and Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts):
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H.R. 813. A bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act to provide for an influenza vac-
cine awareness campaign, ensure a sufficient
influenza vaccine supply, and prepare for an
influenza pandemic or epidemic, to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to encour-
age vaccine production capacity, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. EVANS (for himself, Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE of Texas, Mr. CONYERS, Ms.
BORDALLO, Mr. MORAN of Virginia,
and Mr. GRIJALVA):

H.R. 814. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to provide for the auto-
matic acquisition of citizenship by certain
individuals born in Korea, Vietnam, Laos,
Kampuchea, or Thailand; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey (for
himself, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. NOR-
wooD, Mr. JONES of North Carolina,

Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. WELDON of
Florida, Mr. CULBERSON, Mrs. JO ANN
DAVIS of Virginia, and Mr.
HOSTETTLER):

H.R. 815. A Dbill to amend section 5318 to
prohibit the use of identification issued by
foreign governments, other than passports,
for purposes of verifying the identity of a
person who opens an account at a financial
institution, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Financial Services.

By Mr. GIBBONS:

H.R. 816. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Agriculture to sell certain parcels of Na-
tional Forest System land in Carson City
and Douglas County, Nevada; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin (for him-
self, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr.
CHABOT, Mr. CHOCOLA, Mr. GALLEGLY,
Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
CONYERS, Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr.
PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. KOLBE,
Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. BASS, Mr.
SANDERS, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. OWENS,
Mr. PLATTS, Mr. MCNULTY, Mrs.
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. SABO,
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. HONDA, Mr. BERMAN,
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. HARMAN, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, and Ms.
WOOLSEY):

H.R. 817. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to strengthen prohibitions
against animal fighting, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
and in addition to the Committee on Agri-
culture, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. HINCHEY (for himself, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.
CONYERS, Mr. FARR, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE of Texas, Mr. JEFFERSON,
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. LAN-
TOS, Mrs. MCCARTHY, Mr. MCNULTY,
Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California,
Mr. NADLER, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. SAND-
ERS, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. TOWNS, Mr.
WAXMAN, Mr. WOLF, Ms. WOOLSEY,
and Mr. WYNN):

H.R. 818. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for coverage
of qualified acupuncturist services under
part B of the Medicare Program, and to
amend title 5, United States Code, to provide
for coverage of such services under the Fed-
eral Employees Health Benefits Program; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
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and in addition to the Committees on Ways
and Means, and Government Reform, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut (for
herself, Mr. TANNER, Mr. ENGLISH of
Pennsylvania, Mrs. JONES of Ohio,
Mr. RAMSTAD, Ms. HART, Mr. PAUL,
Mr. GORDON, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of
Texas, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. JEFFERSON,
Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. SIMMONS, Mr.
LARSON of Connecticut, and Mr.
LEWIS of Kentucky):

H.R. 819. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to encourage guaranteed
lifetime income payments from annuities
and similar payments of life insurance pro-
ceeds at dates later than death by excluding
from income a portion of such payments; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KING of New York (for himself,
Ms. HARMAN, Mr. IssA, Mr. GARRETT
of New Jersey, Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland, Mrs. MCCARTHY, Ms. LINDA
T. SANCHEZ of California, Mr. GENE
GREEN of Texas, Mr. WEINER, Mr.
BisHOP of New York, Mr. CARDOZA,
Mr. SERRANO, Mr. ETHERIDGE, and
Mr. OTTER):

H.R. 820. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to reauthorize the State
Criminal Alien Assistance Program; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MICHAUD (for himself and Mr.
EVANS):

H.R. 821. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to extend the requirement for
reports from the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs on the disposition of cases rec-
ommended to the Secretary for equitable re-
lief due to administrative error; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD:

H.R. 822. A bill to support the establish-
ment or expansion and operation of pro-
grams using a network of public and private
community entities to provide mentoring for
children in foster care; to the Committee on
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. RAMSTAD (for himself, Mr.
STARK, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut,
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, and
Mr. CASTLE):

H.R. 823. A bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act to establish a State family sup-
port grant program to end the practice of
parents giving legal custody of their seri-
ously emotionally disturbed children to
State agencies for the purpose of obtaining
mental health services for those children; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. RANGEL:

H.R. 824. A bill to award a congressional
gold medal to Ray Charles in recognition of
his many contributions to the Nation; to the
Committee on Financial Services.

By Mr. SAXTON:

H.R. 825. A bill to require certain condi-
tions to be met before the International
Monetary Fund may sell gold; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

By Mr. SERRANO:

H.R. 826. A bill to authorize the appropria-
tion of funds to be used to recruit, hire, and
train 100,000 new classroom paraprofessionals
in order to improve educational achievement
for children; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

By Mr. SHIMKUS (for himself, Mr.
GENE GREEN of Texas, and Mr. LEWIS
of Kentucky):
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H.R. 827. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for coverage
of ultrasound screening for abdominal aortic
aneurysms under part B of the Medicare Pro-
gram; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, and in addition to the Committee on
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Ms. WATERS:

H.R. 828. A bill to establish the Commis-
sion on American Jobs; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

By Ms. WATERS:

H.R. 829. A bill to make certain companies
that have outsourced jobs during the pre-
vious five years ineligible for the receipt of
Federal grants, Federal contracts, Federal
loan guarantees, and other Federal funding,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

By Ms. WATERS:

H.R. 830. A bill to limit the redistricting
that States may do after an apportionment
of Representatives; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Ms. WATERS:

H.R. 831. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to increase the allowance for
burial expenses of certain veterans buried in
private or State-owned cemeteries; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Ms. WATERS:

H.R. 832. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to increase to $100,000 the
amount payable under the Department of
Defense death gratuity program and to
amend title 38, United States Code, to in-
crease to $400,000 the maximum coverage
under the Servicemembers’ Group Life Insur-
ance program; to the Committee on Armed
Services, and in addition to the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. WEINER:

H.R. 833. A bill to amend the Truth in
Lending Act to require a store in which a
consumer may apply to open a credit or
charge card account to display a sign, at
each location where the application may be
made, containing the same information re-
quired by such Act to be prominently placed
in a tabular format on the application; to
the Committee on Financial Services.

By Mr. STRICKLAND (for himself, Mr.
RYAN of Ohio, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida, and Mr. LANTOS):

H.R. 834. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to prohibit certain
State election administration officials from
actively participating in electoral cam-
paigns; to the Committee on House Adminis-
tration.

By Mr. STRICKLAND:

H.R. 835. A bill to recognize the organiza-
tion known as the National Academies of
Practice; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas (for
himself and Mr. REGULA):

H.J. Res. 19. A joint resolution providing
for the appointment of Shirley Ann Jackson
as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of
the Smithsonian Institution; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas (for
himself and Mr. REGULA):

H.J. Res. 20. A joint resolution providing
for the appointment of Robert P. Kogod as a
citizen regent of the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution; to the Committee
on House Administration.

By Mrs. CAPITO (for herself, Mr. KAN-
JORSKI, Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky, Mr.
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RANGEL, Mr. GOODE, and Mr. BROWN
of Ohio):

H. Con. Res. 61. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that a
postage stamp should be issued honoring the
Nation’s coal miners; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

By Mr. HOLT (for himself, Mr. BROWN
of South Carolina, Mr. TANNER, Mr.
SERRANO, Ms. CARSON, Mr. WYNN, Mr.
RANGEL, and Mr. OWENS):

H. Con. Res. 62. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing support for the designation and
goals of ‘“Hire a Veteran Week‘‘; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, and in addition
to the Committee on Armed Services, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. NEY (for himself, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. CANNON,
Mr. CANTOR, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. POR-
TER, and Mr. LATOURETTE):

H. Con. Res. 63. Concurrent resolution per-
mitting the use of the rotunda of the Capitol
for a ceremony as part of the commemora-
tion of the days of remembrance of victims
of the Holocaust; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. SHAW:

H. Con. Res. 64. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that there
should be established a National Teacher Ap-
preciation Day; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

By Mr. WHITFIELD (for himself, Mr.
WEXLER, and Ms. GRANGER):

H. Con. Res. 65. Concurrent resolution
commending the Republic of Turkey for as-
suming the leadership of the International
Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan
and for its ongoing contribution to the war
against terrorism; to the Committee on
International Relations.

By Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia:

H. Res. 92. A resolution providing amounts
for the expenses of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform in the One Hundred Ninth
Congress; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:

H. Res. 93. A resolution providing amounts
for the expenses of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure in the One Hun-
dred Ninth Congress; to the Committee on
House Administration.

By Mr. GOODLATTE:

H. Res. 94. A resolution providing amounts
for the expenses of the Committee on Agri-
culture in the One Hundred Ninth Congress;
to the Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. FEENEY (for himself, Mr.
GOODLATTE, Mr. DELAY, Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. SMITH of
Texas, Mr. CANNON, Mr. KING of Iowa,
Mr. BAKER, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr.
CHOcOLA, Mr. JONES of North Caro-
lina, Mr. AKIN, Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland, Mr. PENCE, Mr. WILSON of
South Carolina, Mr. WELDON of Flor-
ida, Mr. TERRY, Mr. PICKERING, Mr.
GARRETT of New Jersey, Mr. PITTS,
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mrs. JO ANN
DAvis of Virginia, Mr. BACHUS, Mr.
SULLIVAN, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. BOOZMAN,
Mr. FORTUNO, Mr. CANTOR, Mr. Doo-
LITTLE, Mr. FORBES, Mr. POE, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, Mr. CARTER, Ms. GINNY
BROWN-WAITE of Florida, Mr.
GALLEGLY, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, and Mr.
MACK):

H. Res. 97. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
judicial determinations regarding the mean-
ing of the Constitution of the United States
should not be based on judgments, laws, or
pronouncements of foreign institutions un-
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less such foreign judgments, laws, or pro-
nouncements inform an understanding of the
original meaning of the Constitution of the
United States; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. KILDEE (for himself, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr.
CASE, Mr. FILNER, Mr. POMEROY, Mr.
STUPAK, Mr. MELANCON, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, and Mr. PETER-
SON of Minnesota):

H. Res. 98. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives with
respect to free trade negotiations that could
adversely impact the sugar industry of the
United States; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. McCOTTER (for himself and
Ms. BERKLEY):

H. Res. 99. A resolution expressing the con-
dolences of the House of Representatives to
the families of the victims of the terrorist
attacks in Madrid that occurred one year
ago, on March 11, 2004, and expressing deep-
est sympathy to the individuals injured in
those attacks and to the people of the King-
dom of Spain; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

By Mr. OXLEY:

H. Res. 100. A resolution providing
amounts for the expenses of the Committee
on Financial Services in the One Hundred
Ninth Congress; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. SAXTON (for himself, Mr.
WEXLER, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. CHABOT, Mr.
CANTOR, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr.
MENENDEZ, and Mr. ACKERMAN):

H. Res. 101. A resolution urging the Euro-
pean Union to add Hezbollah to the European
Union’s wide-ranging list of terrorist organi-
zations; to the Committee on International
Relations.

By Mr. THOMAS:

H. Res. 102. A resolution providing
amounts for the expenses of the Committee
on Ways and Means in the One Hundred
Ninth Congress; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. UDALL of Colorado (for himself
and Mr. BEAUPREZ):

H. Res. 103. A resolution recognizing the
importance of honoring the Nation’s children
and expressing the sense of the House of Rep-
resentatives that a National Children’s Day
should be established; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. COX (for himself and Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi):

H. Res. 104. A resolution providing
amounts for the expenses of the Committee
on Homeland Security in the One Hundred
Ninth Congress; to the Committee on House
Administration.

———

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 11: Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. UDALL of
New Mexico, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, and Mr.
PETERSON of Minnesota.

H.R. 16: Mr. CAMP and Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 22: Mr. BAIRD and Mr. HOLT.

H.R. 23: Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan, Mr.
JENKINS, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Ms. ESHOO,
and Mr. BISHOP of Georgia.

H.R. 25: Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky.

H.R. 29: Mr. DINGELL and Mr. DOYLE.

H.R. 32: Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. GARRETT of
New Jersey, and Mr. BROWN of Ohio.

H.R. 40: Mr. MORAN of Virginia and Mr.
BIsHOP of Georgia.

H.R. 47: Mr. JONES of North Carolina and
Mr. EVERETT.
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H.R. 63: Mr. MOORE of Kansas.

H.R. 64: Mr. TERRY, Mr. BERRY, Mr.
STEARNS, Mr. SCHWARZ of Michigan, Mr.
HEFLEY, and Mr. BOUSTANY.

H.R. 68: Mr. BILIRAKIS and Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 69: Mr. SANDERS.

H.R. 98: Mrs. DRAKE and Mr. PLATTS.

H.R. 99: Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-

fornia.
H.R. 134: Mr. HOLT, Ms. LEE, Mr. HINOJOSA,
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mrs. MCCARTHY, Mr.

DELAHUNT, Mrs. DAVIS of California, Ms.
McCoLLuM of Minnesota, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
MENENDEZ, Ms. WATSON, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr.
BisHOP of New York, Mr. DOGGETT, and Mr.
ALLEN.

H.R. 135: Mr. SESSIONS and Mr. ScOTT of
Georgia.

H.R. 136: Mr. EVERETT, Mr. HAYES, Mr. SAM
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. BARTLETT of Mary-
land, Mr. PITTS, Mr. WILSON of South Caro-
lina, Mr. BROWN of South Carolina, Mrs. JO
ANN DAVIS of Virginia, and Mr. LEWIS of
Kentucky.

H.R. 213: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
and Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 239: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas.

H.R. 282: Mr. KLINE, Ms. SCHWARTZ of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. McCAUL of Texas, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. ISsA, Mr. BONILLA, Mr.
STEARNS, Mr. MCNULTY, and Mr. BAKER.

H.R. 284: Mr. OSBORNE.

H.R. 297: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California,
Mrs. LOWEY, Mrs. MALONEY, and Mr.
KUCINICH.

H.R. 302: Mr. CASE and Mr. SCHIFF.

H.R. 303: Mr. HAYES, Mr. FOLEY, Ms. BERK-
LEY, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. PAUL, and Mr. FIL-
NER.

H.R. 304: Mr. DAvis of Florida, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, Mr. BoyD, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis-
sissippi, and Ms. HARRIS.

H.R. 305: Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. BACHUS, Mr.
McCAUL of Texas, and Mr. PITTS.

H.R. 313: Mr. CRAMER and Mr. WAMP.

H.R. 314: Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr.
THORNBERRY, Mr. CRAMER, and Mr. TIAHRT.

H.R. 333: Mr. PALLONE, Mr. PETERSON of
Minnesota, and Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 354: Mr. HOLDEN.

H.R. 356: Mr. PLATTS, Mr. LINDER, Mr.
BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. MORAN of Kan-
sas, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. GILLMOR, and Mr.
LATHAM.

H.R. 358: Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. MCGOVERN,
Mr. HOLT, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. DAVIS of Alabama,
Mr. CUMMINGS, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr.
LEACH, Ms. BORDALLO, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN,
Mr. BROWN of South Carolina, Mr. KILDEE,
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr.
SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. DINGELL, Mrs.
CAPPS, Mr. STRICKLAND, Ms. SOLIS, Mr.
LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, Mr. WEINER, and Mr. DAVIS of Illi-
nois.

H.R. 371: Mr. LANTOS and Mr. GENE GREEN
of Texas.

H.R. 389: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
BARTLETT of Maryland, and Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 461: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.

H.R. 500: Mr. BACHUS, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr.
GUTKNECHT, and Mr. GOODLATTE.

H.R. 514: Mr. MCDERMOTT.

H.R. 515: Mr. POMEROY and Mr. BACA.

H.R. 521: Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. BOoYyD, Mr.
PLATTS, Mr. HINCHEY, and Ms. MOORE of Wis-
consin.

H.R. 525: Mr. EVERETT, Mr. THOMAS,
BLACKBURN, Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. BLUNT,
ROGERS of Alabama, and Mr. GINGREY.

H.R. 533: Mr. STARK, Mr. MCGOVERN,
CASE, and Ms. SOLIS.

H.R. 535: Mr. EVANS, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.
KucINICH, Mr. CONYERS, Mrs. CAPPS, and Mr.
COSTA.

H.R. 5564: Mr. KLINE, Mr. JINDAL, Ms. HART,
Mr. EVERETT, Mr. REGULA, and Mr. CANNON.

Mr.
Mr.

Mr.
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H.R. 556: Mr. CAMP, Ms. HARMAN, Mr.
CAPUANO, Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. MEEKS of New
York, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. SOLIS, Mr. BACA,
and Mr. MENENDEZ.

H.R. 557: Mr. HAYWORTH and Mr. DREIER.

H.R. 558: Ms. HART and Mr. SOUDER.

H.R. 559: Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. GEORGE MIL-

LER of California, Mr. OWENS, and Mr.
MCDERMOTT.
H.R. 577: Ms. HART, Mr. FORTUNO, Mr.

CAPUANO, and Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.

H.R. 595: Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. PALLONE, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts, Mr. RUSH, Ms. WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ, Mr. DAvis of Illinois, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, and Ms. ESHOO.

H.R. 596: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. EVERETT, and
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.

H.R. 602: Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. LEWIS
of Georgia, Ms. CARSON, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr.
GORDON, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. LANTOS, Mr.
CHANDLER, Mr. CLAY, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of
California, Mr. OWENS, Ms. KILPATRICK of
Michigan, Mr. OLVER, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr.
WEXLER, Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Mr.
ROGERS of Alabama, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mrs.
CAPPS, and Mr. DOYLE.

H.R. 606: Mrs. TAUSCHER and Ms. ESHOO.

H.R. 611: Mr. SIMMONS and Mr. DAVIS of I1-

linois.

H.R. 613: Mr. TERRY and Mr. OTTER.

H.R. 616: Mr. OWENS, Mr. HONDA, Mr.
SOUDER, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. SCHIFF and Mr. BERRY.

H.R. 623: Mr. HAYES, Mr. REHBERG, Mr.

BACHUS, and Mr. BASS.
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H.R. 624: Mr. McCAUL of Texas and Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts.

H.R. 625: Ms. SLAUGHTER
BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 652: Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. CANTOR, Mr.
GERLACH, Mr. HULSHOF, and Mr. MICHAUD.

H.R. 668: Ms. CARSON.

H.R. 689: Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. ROG-
ERS of Alabama, and Mr. HERGER.

H.R. 692: Mr. FOLEY, Mr. GRIJALVA, and Mr.
LEVIN.

H.R. 713: Mr. MCCAUL of Texas.

H.R. 728: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia,
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. CLAY, and Mr.
WYNN.

H.R. 748: Mr. EVERETT, Mr. MORAN of Kan-
sas, Mr. HERGER, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi,
and Mr. OTTER.

H.R. 759: Mr. OWENS, Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia, Ms. DEGETTE, and Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 768: Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Ms. WA-
TERS, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr.
THOMPSON of California, and Mr. KENNEDY of
Rhode Island.

H.R. 771: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. COSTELLO, and
Mr. LARSEN of Washington.

H.R. 772: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Ms. BALD-
WIN, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. ISRAEL, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. COOPER, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr.
RYAN of Ohio, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
BERRY, Mr. TOwWNS, Ms. KAPTUR, Mrs.
MALONEY, Ms. LEE, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. CONYERS,
and Mr. RENZI.

H.R. 775: Mr. CHABOT and Mr. SOUDER.

and Mr.
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H.R. 791: Mr. RANGEL, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY,
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, and Mr. MCDERMOTT.

H.R. 792: Mr. HIGGINS and Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.J. Res. 10: Mr. CULBERSON and Mr. EVER-
ETT.

H.J. Res. 18: Ms. BEAN and Mr. ISSA.

H. Con. Res. 18: Mr. SCHIFF.

H. Con. Res. 25: Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr.
FATTAH, and Mrs. MYRICK.

H. Con. Res. 32: Mr. BURTON of Indiana,
Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. SCHIFF,
and Mr. HERGER.

H. Con. Res. 38: Mr.
MCDERMOTT, and Mr. PAYNE.

H. Con. Res. 45: Mr. KUHL of New York, Mr.
KucIiNICH, Mr. WALSH, Mr. WEXLER, Mr.
PAuL, Mr. BisHoP of New York, and Mr. CON-
YERS.

H. Res. 22: Mr. McCAUL of Texas.

H. Res. 38: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona and Mrs.
LOWEY.

H. Res. 54: Mr. GONZALES, Mr. MCHUGH, and
Mr. WILSON of South Carolina.

H. Res. 61: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ and
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.

H. Res. 67: Ms. ESHOO and Mr. SMITH of
Washington,

H. Res. 70: Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida,
Mr. BACA, Mr. OWENS, Mr. ScoTT of Virginia,
Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. ORTIZ, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN,
Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. CUMMINGS, and Mr.
FORD.

H. Res. 84: Mr. DREIER, Mr. SHAYS, Mr.
MANZULLO, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr.
KENNEDY of Minnesota, and Mrs. MILLER of
Michigan.

CUMMINGS, Mr.
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The Senate met at 9:45 a.m. and was
called to order by the Hon. DAVID VIT-
TER, a Senator from the State of Lou-
isiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s
prayer will be offered by our guest
Chaplain, Pastor Aubry L. Wallace.
Chaplain Wallace is from the Sheriffs’s
Department of Chilton County, AL.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Let us pray: That Almighty God will
grant to this body His concurring aid
in the governing process of these
United States.

Our Eternal Father, He who watches
over the affairs of mankind, I humbly
pray that Your protection and guid-
ance be with these Senators here as-
sembled as they deliberate. Bless these
in whose hands You have allowed the
future of our beloved Nation to rest.
Guide them by Your Holy Spirit. May
every decision be right and in accord-
ance with Your divine wisdom and will.

Keep them safe from any who would
do them harm. Let no evil spirit affect
their will to do justly, to love mercy,
and to walk humbly with their God.

Heavenly Father, make them aware
of Your presence as they participate in
this grand experiment we call human
government. And at the close of this
session may they hear from You these
words: Well done, good and faithful
servant.

In the Name of His Son Jesus I pray.
Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable DAVID VITTER led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

Senate

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. STEVENS).

The bill clerk read the following let-
ter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, February 15, 2005.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable DAVID VITTER, a Sen-
ator from the State of Louisiana, to perform
the duties of the Chair.

TED STEVENS,
President pro tempore.

Mr. VITTER thereupon assumed the

Chair as Acting President pro tempore.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
————
SCHEDULE

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate will begin today with a period of
morning business until 12:30. At 12:30
the Senate will recess until 2:15 for the
weekly party luncheons. Following the
luncheons, we will resume debate in ex-
ecutive session on the nomination of
Michael Chertoff to be Secretary of
Homeland Security. Debate is equally
divided until 4 this afternoon, with the
vote occurring on the confirmation of
Mr. Chertoff at 4 p.m. That vote will be
the first vote of the day.

Yesterday I mentioned a number of
items that are possible over the course
of this week. Today we will continue to
try to clear those bills for floor action.
They include the genetic non-
discrimination bill, the high-risk pool
legislation, a Nazi war crimes bill, the
committee funding resolution, and any

additional nominations that may be re-
ported by the respective committees.

We will, over the course of the day,
keep all Members notified of the sched-
ule as we bring these matters forward
for floor consideration.

———

LEGISLATIVE ACCOMPLISHMENTS
AND A LOOK AHEAD

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I will take
just a few moments at the beginning of
today to comment on last week and a
brief look ahead.

Last Thursday, the Senate achieved
its first legislative victory, a bipar-
tisan victory of the 109th session. By a
vote of 72 to 26, the Senate passed the
Class Action Fairness Act. The process
was that we worked together across
the aisle from beginning to end. The
bill was introduced with 32 cosponsors,
24 Republicans and 8 Democrats. It
came out of the Judiciary Committee
on a strong bipartisan vote. Every vote
on every amendment was bipartisan,
and the vote on final passage was
strongly bipartisan as well.

I stress the bipartisanship because in
the 109th Congress we have a lot to do,
and it is going to demand that we con-
tinue to work together in that same
spirit. I thank my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle for their fairness and
cooperation. We have delivered to the
American people a significant victory
in the battle for fairness in the courts.

The class action bill does protect
plaintiffs’ rights while reining in the
rampant abuse within the system
itself. The consumer bill of rights pro-
tects plaintiffs from predatory lawyers
and guarantees that they receive just
compensation. The legislation restores
justice to our court system by ending
that practice of forum shopping, where
we had nationwide cases that genu-
inely impact interstate commerce
being moved to the Federal courts
where they belong.

It took a while to have this success
last week. Senator GRASSLEY, who was

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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the lead sponsor on the bill, has been
working on this for over a decade, and
versions of this bill passed through the
Judiciary Committee in each of the
last two Congresses. In 2003, it came
within one vote of passage. Finally, be-
cause of the continuing work of both
sides of the aisle, people came together
to recognize the intent was right, the
legislation at different points could be
improved, it was improved, and then
we had relatively quick passage of it.
The House will be addressing the bill
shortly. Then hopefully we can have a
bill to the President of the United
States to be signed into law for the
benefit of the American people.

Also, at the beginning of last week,
on Monday, we passed a resolution
commending the Iraqi people on their
January 30 elections. As we saw over
the weekend, those elections were fi-
nalized and, in terms of the final re-
ports, again, it is a great victory for
freedom and liberty throughout the
world. It was an extraordinary event,
and it was fitting that we came to-
gether on this floor to celebrate and
commend the process and the results in
those elections.

It was in the midst of terrorist blasts
and terrorist threats that 8 million
Iraqi voters streamed to over 5,000 poll-
ing stations to express that influence,
that power and dignity that comes
with voting. The various pictures that
we all saw of families bringing their
sons and daughters so that they could
witness this moment in history is
something that captures us all.

As I mentioned, over the weekend the
votes were tallied of the 8.5 million
people voting. For the first time in dec-
ades the Iraqi people have been able to
speak and to speak freely—and they
were heard, as we saw with the out-
come. It is a transformation that is
fundamental. It is a fundamental
transformation of power from the peo-
ple, instead of over the people. This has
renewed a sense of momentum and op-
timism and hope.

The process, as we see, continues to
unfold with negotiations going on as to
who will be part of the Presidential
Council. Again, looking from afar,
from where we sit it is very encour-
aging to see the various coalitions
working with each other, Shiites work-
ing with the Sunnis and working with
other minority parties, all working to-
gether to fashion this government. It is
an exciting time for the Iraqi people
and all who watch.

Jumping ahead, today we will, as I
mentioned in my opening statement,
vote on the nomination of Judge Mi-
chael Chertoff to lead the Department
of Homeland Security. We have heard
much about the judge, both in com-
mittee and then on the floor yesterday,
and we will over the course of today.
He has a long and distinguished career
in public service and law enforcement.
In the mid-1980s he was an assistant
U.S. attorney alongside Rudy Giuliani.
He aggressively prosecuted mob and
political corruption cases. He then
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went on to become New Jersey’s U.S.
attorney, where he oversaw high-pro-
file and politically sensitive prosecu-
tions in Jersey City, actually pros-
ecuting the mayor of Jersey City,
Mayor Gerald McCann, New York chief
judge Sol Wachtler, and the kidnappers
and killers of Exxon oil executive Sid-
ney Reso. Fearless and scrupulous as a
prosecutor, he became known not only
for his legal brilliance but also for his
skills as a manager and leader.

We all saw that take real meaning
after 9/11. For the 20 hours after that
worst ever attack on American soil,
Judge Chertoff was central in directing
our response. It was through his work
as Chief of the Justice Department’s
Criminal Division that they traced the
9/11 killers back to al-Qaida, a central
focus. We are indebted for all these
things to his strong and unwavering

leadership.
For the next 2 years Judge Chertoff
was the key figure shaping our

antiterrorism policies. His experience
working directly with law enforce-
ment, his expertise in homeland secu-
rity policy, and his proven ability to
lead in times of national crisis make
him overwhelmingly qualified to direct
our Homeland Security Department.

He earned unanimous approval in
committee last week, with one member
voting ‘‘present.” I am confident that
today Judge Chertoff, who has already
been confirmed by this body three
times, will receive overwhelming,
strong bipartisan support. He is an out-
standing candidate and we all look for-
ward to working with him in his new
capacity.

Another matter of security, a dif-
ferent type of security, which I hope we
will be addressing this week—I men-
tioned it also a little earlier—is the Ge-
netic Nondiscrimination Act. This is
the security of information about us
that can be used to give us health care
security. It is a bill that many of us on
the floor have been working on aggres-
sively over the last 7, 8 years. The bill,
the Genetic Nondiscrimination Act, is
just that. The bill is designed to pro-
tect Americans from having valuable
genetic health information abused or
misused by others—for example, being
used against them to get health insur-
ance coverage or being used in some
way to discriminate against them for a
future job. This whole field of genetic
testing and genetic information has
blossomed, in part because of a wonder-
ful public-private project that was over
about a 10-year period called the
Human Genome Project. This explosion
of information has introduced these ge-
netic tests that can have—and it is
early, they are early—but they do have
the potential for having great pre-
dictive value regarding what disease or
illness you might have later in life, and
would allow you to prevent that, to
take preventive measures if that is the
case.

Right now, scientists tell us most
Americans have about a half dozen po-
tentially harmful genetic mutations.
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That is a statement that will change a
week from now, a month from now, a
year from now, as we learn more and
more about it, but the point of this bill
is that people run the risk of losing
their jobs or not being promoted or not
being able to get an insurance policy
based on getting this test which could
be of so much benefit to them. We need
to prevent it, and we need to do it now,
instead of waiting until it becomes a
huge problem in the future.

One study in 2003 found that 40 per-
cent of people at risk for colon cancer
refused to participate in a screening
exam, many citing the fear that the re-
sults might in some way cause them to
lose their health insurance. That
means they don’t get this test. If they
don’t get the test, they lose the poten-
tial benefit to their own health and
health security in the future. The
knowledge of genetic risk has the
power to save lives. As we look at tests
that are early, and they are just being
proven—the tests for heart disease,
Alzheimer’s, Parkinson’s, a host of
other diseases—there is great hope in
these genetic tests becoming a power-
ful tool. The legislation we are consid-
ering this week is intended to make
sure genetic testing is used as a tool to
help and not hurt. I hope we will be
able to pass that bill so that medical
science does deliver a meaningful solu-
tion and keeps America moving for-
ward.

I yield the floor.

————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leader time is reserved.

———

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of morning business until the hour of
12:30 p.m. with the first 30 minutes
under the control of the Democratic
leader or his designee and the next 30
minutes under the control of the ma-
jority leader or his designee and the re-
mainder of the time equally divided be-
tween the two leaders or their des-
ignee.

——————

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MINORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Illinois is rec-
ognized.

———

TSUNAMI ASSISTANCE—NEW
MODEL FOR DEVELOPMENT

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to that consent, I would like to be
recognized to speak to an issue which
the whole world has focused on over
the last several weeks and months.
Within a few weeks, the Senate is like-
ly to vote to send hundreds of millions
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of dollars in assistance to the nations
that were devastated by the tsunami
on December 26. We have seen the vid-
eotapes. We cannot forget them. With-
in a matter of minutes on that terrible
day, whole families and villages were
swept to sea. Schools, clinics, and hos-
pitals were destroyed. Coastal cities
were eliminated. What infrastructure
there was in place was wiped out.

We are doing the right thing to come
to the assistance of the victims of this
disaster, one of the 10 most devastating
natural disasters in recent history, but
we should not overlook the fact there
are many other challenges in this
world. Millions have died in the Congo
and the Sudan. Hundreds of thousands
are still at risk. Preventable, treatable
diseases kill millions more every year.
Someone dies of AIDS every 10 seconds
in this world. Someone new is infected
every 6 seconds. Poverty kills. Bad
water, hunger, poor sanitation Kkills;
they are the weapons of economic in-
justice and economic disparity.

Nelson Mandela said recently:

Like slavery and apartheid, poverty is not
natural. It is man-made and it can be over-
come and eradicated by the actions of human
beings.

Overcoming poverty is not just a ges-
ture of charity; it is an act of justice.
It is the protection of a fundamental
human right, the right to dignity and a
decent life. Our attention now focuses
on the Indian Ocean, as it should. But
let’s not overlook the suffering in the
world.

A number of years ago I went to Ban-
gladesh. I went there to look at food
programs. In the course of my visit, I
met one of the most extraordinary peo-
ple I ever had the pleasure to meet. His
name was Muhammad Yunus. Muham-
mad Yunus, not that long ago in 1976,
was an economics professor. Having
taken a few economic courses—I re-
membered my professors—he would
have blended in with the faculty of
most universities.

He had an idea. It was an idea that
was borne out of human experience. It
involves basic economics. Dr. Yunus
thought for a moment, what if we gave
the poorest people on Earth a small
sum of money, what would they do
with it? Would they pay it back? They
were two very basic questions. The
issue came up because he saw in many
of the poorest villages of Bangladesh
people who were being exploited by
those who would lend them money and
charge them outrageous interest rates.
He started something called Grameen
Bank, which means the people’s bank
in their local language in 1976. The con-
cept behind it was to give a very small
loan to people who were very poor.

Now, 29 years later, as I stand in the
Senate, Dr. Yunus’s theory of micro-
credit and the Grameen Bank grew
from a class project to a world-wide
phenomenon. Today, there are 80 mil-
lion families in the world who are bene-
fiting from Dr. Yunus’s concept of
microcredit. We estimate some 400 mil-
lion people will benefit; 98 percent of
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them are women. These are people who
are part of a quiet revolution. I have
seen it firsthand. Their lives have been
transformed. They have enough money
to feed their children, to buy basic
tools, maybe to buy a goat for milk,
perhaps to buy a sewing machine—
basic things that transform their lives.

They pay the money back. They pay
it back so others in the village can bor-
row money, as well. The average loan
for many of Dr. Yunus’s clients in Ban-
gladesh is $9. With $9, many people go
from being a beggar to a
businessperson. He actually decided
that because Bangladesh did not have a
telephone system that he would buy
cell phones and he would loan money
to people so they could purchase them.
Go to the remote villages and there sit
10 women holding a cell phone. With
these cell phones, they go to their vil-
lages, they sell them minutes on the
phone, and they make a living. They
are the Grameen Telephone Company,
the telephone women who borrowed
enough money to buy a cell phone and
now make a living with that cell
phone. Incidentally, they charge their
cell phones with a solar-powered gener-
ator. They are thinking ahead. This
type of thing is happening all over the
world.

The reason I raise it is because when
Dr. Yunus came to see me 2 weeks ago
here in Washington we talked about
the tsunami. He said there is so much
that needs to be done there. They need
to rebuild communities. They need to
rebuild lives, but do not overlook the
fact that the ocean, as it came in,
swept away the schools and the teach-
ers with it. Now the surviving children
who are there are in camps trying to

survive instead of thinking about
thriving, going to school and giving
back.

Dr. Yunus said to me, this man who
comes up with amagzing, simple ideas:
Senator, why don’t we create a tsu-
nami scholars program? Why aren’t we
focusing on these children and their
education? It is so simple and so obvi-
ous: To rebuild the schools, to bring in
trained teachers so these kids have a
chance but to take it a step beyond.
What if we said across this world that
we would challenge all colleges and
universities to take two students from
the tsunami area, students who would
qualify to come to school, but to give
these kids a chance at an education so
they could go home and rebuild those
villages and rebuild those nations?

Another challenge from Dr. Yunus,
very basic, from a man who under-
stands poverty at the most basic level.
We are working on that now. We think
we can put together a proposal that the
United States can help to lead the
world into considering.

The devastation of the tsunami took
only a few minutes. It will take years
to overcome. If we do the right things,
we can rebuild those societies in the
right way. The people living there are
going to know a lot about us in the
process. They will know that some of
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what they have been told about the
United States is not true. Some who
want them to be terrorists and to hate
the United States will have a hard time
explaining how the United States came
to the assistance of these poor people
after the tsunami and how we stood by
them and their children in their edu-
cation afterwards.

It is a small thing. It is important. It
helps explain who we are. Tsunami
scholarships are one example of how we
can make certain we do not abandon
the victims of this disaster after the
headlines are gone. It is important we
show this to the world, especially to
the Muslim world, of what the Amer-
ican character is made.

I want to give these children of Indo-
nesia, Thailand, Sri Lanka, India, and
elsewhere a chance at an education
that will not only transform their lives
but allow them to go back and trans-
form their countries.

The poet, Lord Byron, advised: Be
thou the rainbow to the storms of life.

The peoples of the Indian Ocean have
seem the storms. Let us be the rainbow
that follows. Education is the most
valuable tool you can put in the hands
of anyone, particularly a child. As the
children of the tsunami grow, let’s
make sure their opportunities for edu-
cation are not constrained by misfor-
tune or geography.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I under-
stand we are in Republican-allocated
time on morning business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct.

————
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, for the
last 4 years, the United States has been
locked in combat with the forces of ter-
ror. These extremists do not under-
stand freedom and are trying even to
this very day to spread their message
of hate and oppression. America did
not fire the first shot. Those killed on
September 11 were innocent and did
not deserve to die. They should be with
us today. The forces of terror remain
determined to defeat our Nation. They
believe the United States will abandon
Iraq and Afghanistan. They question
our will to fight. They doubt our cour-
age and our fortitude. They are wrong.

Our Nation has stepped up to fight
and has never looked back. Under
President Bush’s leadership, our coun-
try has taken the battle to the enemy.
As the President said in his State of
the Union Address:

Our country is still the target of terrorists
who want to kill many and intimidate us all,
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and we will stay on the offensive against
them until the fight is won.

In less than 3 months after Sep-
tember 11, United States and Afghan
forces toppled the Taliban regime, a
brutal theocracy shielding al-Qaida and
other terrorists. A year after Sep-
tember 11, the President challenged the
United Nations to confront another
protector of terror, Saddam Hussein.
This cruel dictator threatened his
neighbors, his people, and our country
with his support for terror and his pur-
suit of weapons of mass destruction. He
lied, cajoled, intimidated, and mur-
dered. Our Nation did not stop with Af-
ghanistan and Iraq. Our forces have
sought out the enemy, cut off his fund-
ing resources, and disrupted his plans.
We have captured thousands of terror-
ists, destroyed their networks, and pre-
vented new attacks. There have been
many successes in this war, and we
should be encouraged and strengthened
by our progress.

Our men and women in our Armed
Forces are the real heroes in this con-
flict. They have fought and sacrificed
for our country. Tragically, some have
paid the ultimate price. Today nearly
200,000 soldiers, sailors, airmen, and
marines are deployed in hotspots
around the world. They continue to
take the fight to the enemy and defeat
him wherever he appears. Our men and
women in uniform are determined and
ready.

I visited our troops in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, and I have seen with my
own eyes their commitment and deter-
mination. It is phenomenal. They be-
lieve in what they are doing. They
know they are making a difference. I
am reminded of those who have already
sacrificed much but yet have not given
up and remain committed to their
duty. Soldiers such as Army CPT David
Roselle have been an inspiration to me
and many other Coloradans. While on
patrol last year in Iraq, Captain Ro-
selle lost a leg when an antitank mine
went off nearby. After several surgeries
and intense physical therapy, Captain
Roselle rebuilt and retrained his mus-
cles. He conducted 4-hour sessions of
daily exercise, including mountain
biking, weight lifting, swimming, and
climbing. Six months after his last sur-
gery, Captain Roselle was skiing down
the slopes of the Colorado Rockies.

But the story does not end there.
Now just over a year later, Captain Ro-
selle is still in the Army, and com-
mands the headquarters company of
the 3rd Army Cavalry and is preparing
to deploy with the unit this spring. It
is Captain Roselle’s relentlessness, his
call to duty, and his determination to
defend our great Nation that tells me
that our forces are strong and victory
remains the only option.

Our men and women deployed in
combat are not the only heroes. I can-
not fully express my admiration for the
families of these soldiers, sailors, air-
men, and marines. For months at a
time, military families are asked to
hold everything together and support
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their loved ones overseas. They have
done this and have done it with pride.

Organizations such as Colorado’s
Home Front Heroes have also stepped
up and supported our troops. Home
Front Heroes has provided family sup-
port when none was available and sent
thousands of care packages to our sol-
diers deployed overseas. The organiza-
tion led the drive to get the State of
Colorado to designate March 29 Sup-
port Our Troops Day. And in one case,
Home Front Heroes actually paid for
family members to travel to Germany
to visit their wounded loved ones.

I see it all over Colorado. There is a
steely determination to see the global
war on terrorism completed and vic-
tory achieved. That is why it is more
important than ever for Congress to do
its part.

This week the Senate will receive the
President’s request for supplemental
appropriations. This money is critical
to continuing the war on terror and en-
suring our troops have the necessary
equipment, training, and information
to succeed on the battlefield. While
some may argue that this money
should be included in the budget or
that certain items are not emergencies,
none of us would argue that the money
is not needed. We know our troops need
improved protection. Our chief of staff
for the Army has testified that much of
the Army’s equipment is worn down
and should be replaced. We owe it to
our military families to provide the in-
creased death gratuity.

As we consider this important appro-
priation, let us remember our successes
so far. Fifty million people in Afghani-
stan and Iraq have tasted freedom and
for most were able to cast a vote for
the first time. Cities are being rebuilt
and market economies are being devel-
oped. Terror networks have collapsed
and funding for these networks is dry-
ing up. The war is not over, but we are
making a difference. Congress must do
its part. Now is the time for Congress
to act.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from South Dakota
is recognized.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I re-
cently had the good fortune to travel
to Iraqg with my colleagues Senator
INHOFE and Senator ISAKSON. With my
own eyes, I saw the political genesis of
a nation moving from tyranny to lib-
erty. This process was made possible by
the skill and determination of our
troops, the strides being made by the
Iraqi security forces, and the growing
determination of the Iraqi people to
engage in the democratic process.

I cannot say enough about the sac-
rifice and dedication of our troops.
Their professionalism and devotion to
duty are truly inspiring. And I am con-
vinced now more than ever the United
States has the finest military in the
world. To those who know it best, our
military’s might is not defined only by
its sheer firepower but by the indi-
vidual soldiers who all play their part
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in making a multifaceted operation
like this possible.

Of course, our service members per-
form their military responsibilities
with pride, with diligence, and with
professionalism. But many of them
also work hand to hand with the Iraqis
every day trying to bridge the gaps in
language, culture, and community, to
forge a common bond cemented by
freedom. In doing so, our men and
women in uniform represent all that is
good about our country.

My fellow Senators and I also visited
wounded American soldiers in a mili-
tary hospital in Germany on our way
back from Iraq. These brave men and
women who have already sacrificed so
much for the cause of freedom were
mostly and primarily concerned with
getting back together with their units
and for the well-being of their peers
who are still in Iraq. That warrior spir-
it among these brave men and women
is inspiring and gave me pause to con-
sider what is clearly at stake for the
Iraqi people.

Our National Guard and Reserves are
also playing a critical role in Iraq.
Three days ago I was honored to be
able to welcome home the Second Bat-
talion, 147th Field Artillery of the
South Dakota National Guard from
Iraq. These citizen soldiers put their
lives on hold for over a year to provide
critically needed support. They per-
formed their mission effectively and
honorably, and I applaud their selfless
sacrifice.

The Iraqi people also deserve our ad-
miration and thanks. While in Iraq we
met with General David Petraeus who
is in charge of training Iraqi securities
forces. He was upbeat about their
progress and the efficiency that is be-
ginning to take root. General
Petraeus’s convictions were legiti-
mized by the effectiveness shown by
the Iraqi security forces on election
day. Those forces were the first line of
defense in successfully protecting over
5,000 polling stations throughout Iraq,
none of which were penetrated by the
insurgents. Some of the Iraqi security
forces even gave their lives so their fel-
low countrymen could vote.

Perhaps the bravest of all on election
day were the Iraqi citizens who also
risked their lives by taking that crit-
ical first step on their journey to self-
determination. The insurgents and ter-
rorists grossly underestimated the
Iraqi people’s courage and thirst for
freedom. The Iraqi people did not buck-
le under threats of violence and mur-
der. Instead they spoke out with a
great voice that has been heard
throughout the world and well into the
annals of recorded history. They have
demanded their right to self-deter-
mination, their right to live their lives
as they see fit, free from tyranny, free
from fear, free from extremism. On
election day, they earned that right.

Let me be clear, there is still much
work that needs to be done, and there
are still enemies to fight. But free-
dom’s light does not shine without a
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price. The Iraqi people know this. They
understand a new Iraq must not be
dominated by only one ethnic or reli-
gious sect. Many Iraqis I met with, in-
cluding Shiites and others, expressed
the belief that for democracy to work,
the Sunnis, who now find themselves
the minority, must be a part of and
represented in an inclusive Iraqi gov-
ernment.

Of course we all look forward to a
free and stable Iraq. But we should not
attempt to impose an artificial time
line on this goal. Instead we should
focus on a conditions-based schedule
that allows for a responsible transfer of
responsibility from American to Iraqi
troops. Our generals support that con-
cept, not arbitrary deadlines. When the
conditions are right for us to leave, we
will know and so will a free and sov-
ereign Iraq.

I believe the recent elections and the
self-confidence they have ingspired in
the Iraqi people may represent a turn-
ing point in the struggle for democracy
in Iraq. With the bravery and the dedi-
cation of our troops and the courage of
the Iraqi people and their security
forces, we can look forward to the day
when our troops come home with the
honor they have earned.

We will soon be debating legislation
that will provide funding and resources
for our troops to complete their mis-
sion. It is critical that in the course of
this debate we understand what is hap-
pening today in Iraq and what it means
for American troops who are bringing
about freedom and democracy. We
must make sure they have the re-
sources, the equipment, the training,
and the weaponry to succeed in this
mission.

The insurgents, who continue to prey
upon the fears of the Iraqi people, who
resort to tactics and thuggery and in-
discriminately kill innocent people,
are not going to go quietly. It is impor-
tant that we complete this mission. It
is important that we win and secure
the freedom of the Iraqi people. It was
clear to me, having traveled to Iraq
and listened firsthand to the stories
that have been shared and conveyed by
Iraqi voters, who for the first time
were able to take that ink-stained fin-
ger and mark a ballot, that they are
committed to the cause of freedom and
democracy in their own country.

We heard statements such as ‘“‘we are
profoundly grateful.” We heard state-
ments talking about how the mission is
succeeding, but it is still fragile, how
we need to continue to focus on train-
ing and equipping Iraqi security forces,
and that the reconstruction needs to
move faster.

Engagement with the Iraqis is the
way for us to succeed, and giving the
Iraqis the opportunity to govern, which
is what the elections were all about.
Giving the Iraqis the opportunity to
defend the freedom they secured when
they voted on election day should be
our mission in Iraq. It is important as
a nation, as a Congress, and here in the
Senate, that we take the steps nec-
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essary to ensure that our troops—our
young men and women who are bravely
and courageously setting and laying
the foundation for a safe, strong, and
free Irag—have what they need to com-
plete that mission.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Georgia is rec-
ognized.

Mr. IZAKSON. Mr. President, the
President has sent to us an $81.9 billion
supplemental for our war against ter-
ror and the fight in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. This morning, in Congress Daily,
I read a quote about that supplemental
from the distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the Appropriations Committee:

This supplemental request provides sup-
port for our men and women in uniform, but
it provides little basis for optimism for a sta-
ble and secure Iraq.

The comment of the respected distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia de-
serves amplification in terms of sta-
bility and security in Iraq.

I am pleased to have just returned
from Iraq with Senator THUNE, who
just spoke, and to have had the chance
to see firsthand the results of what our
men and women in our Armed Forces
have been doing in Iraq since we de-
posed Saddam Hussein and began pro-
viding peace and a foundation for fu-
ture security. In fact, it is that founda-
tion I would like to address.

There are three key pillars to secu-
rity and stability in Iraq. The first pil-
lar is for us to continue this year, and
for a time uncertain, to provide the
Iraqi people with security so they can
complete the writing of their constitu-
tion, hold their permanent elections,
and allow their democracy to flourish.
The second pillar is that government
itself. It is essential that we pass this
supplemental to continue the security
and allow those who were recently
elected to form their constitution and
do their work.

When you talk about optimism, I
have to share a story about the recent
visit. Senator THUNE, Senator INHOFE,
and I met with deputy Ambassador
Salih, a Kurd. We met alone, with no
staff, no press, no encouragement,
total candor. We asked Mr. Salih, a
Kurd in the minority—and even though
the results of the election were not
complete at the time we were there, we
knew they would be in a minority. We
asked:

Don’t you fear that the Shiites, who will
inevitably be in the majority, will overrun
you?

He said:

Oh, no, we have a secret weapon.

This is a Kurdish leader in the middle
of Iraq in the 21st century who said he
had a secret weapon. He said that se-
cret weapon is one word: “‘Filibuster.”
Then he proceeded to describe their
study of American democracy and our
Republic. If there were ever a reason
for optimism about what this supple-
mental provides for the people of Iraq
and their stability and security, it is
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one of their minority leaders proudly
stating one of the pillars and principles
of our Government as the way they
would ensure that the majority never
overran the minority.

Following that meeting, we went and
met with Dr. Al-Rubiae, a Shiite, obvi-
ously to be in the majority. We worried
that since, for so many years, they had
been the victims of the Sunnis—since
they now would be in a majority, would
there be a propensity to overrun the
minority? So we asked:

Dr. al-Rubiae, what will you do? Will the
minority have a voice?

He said:

The American Constitution requires two-
thirds vote to amend the Constitution. We
will require two-thirds vote to adopt ours.

The point is very clear. He, too, had
studied Adams and Jefferson and our
Founding Fathers. Knowing he would
be in the majority, he recognized that
the peace, strength, and stability in
Iraq was predicated upon the majority
not overrunning the minority.

So when we question whether this
supplemental provides any optimism
for stability and security in Iraq, I sub-
mit those two absolutely accurate
quotes of two gentlemen—one in the
majority and one in the majority—
those who will take part in writing the
constitution. Who would have thought
they would quote Jefferson or Adams
or our Constitution 6 months ago, or a
year ago, or 2 years ago? It is because
of the men and women we have sent
into harm’s way, the coalition forces,
our commitment to freedom, and our
present commitment to spreading de-
mocracy around the globe that today
provides great optimism in Iraq.

But there is a third pillar we must
consider as well, which is the future
ability of the Iraqis—once their con-
stitution is written, their government
is established, and our troops lessen—
to be able to secure themselves. There
have been a lot of comments about
whether they can do that. I give you
comments that Lieutenant General
Petraeus shared with us on our visit.

First, the coalition forces have
trained 136,065 Iraqis. Our goal by the
end of this year is 200,000. Recruiting
has mushroomed since the election. In
fact, on television, some of you have
seen the lines the day after the elec-
tion that showed up at recruiting cen-
ters that were previously vacant. So we
know the resources are coming. Our co-
alition forces are helping us with their
training, and already the Iraqis who
are trained are demonstrating heroism
just like the heroism of our American
soldiers. There is no better example
than this: On election day, when at a
polling place an Iraqi-trained soldier
by our coalition forces was in the first
line of defense, as were Iraqis at every
polling place, all 5,200. He spotted a
suspicious character. He approached
him. He noticed the bulging waistline,
symmetrically indicating a bomb. He
threw himself on the bomber and the
bomber detonated the bomb. The Iraqi
soldier, trained by coalition forces,
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gave his life. Those in line to vote,
identifying with their index finger
their commitment to liberty, were not
injured and did not leave. They voted
and democracy was born in that pre-
cinct, in that district in Iraq, in large
measure, because of the bravery and
heroism of that Iraqi soldier, trained
by United States and coalition forces.

So as we consider the $81.9 billion for
the continuation of our effort in Iraq
and Afghanistan, and to a certain ex-
tent in the Middle East, if we look for
optimism, it surrounds us everywhere.
Only after our engagement in Afghani-
stan were the Taliban deposed. Only
after our engagement in Iraq was Hus-
sein captured. Only after our commit-
ment against terrorism and countries
that harbor terrorists did Libya give
up its weapons of mass destruction.

Recently, the Palestinians elected a
new leader, Abbas, and already the
prospect for hope and peace in the Mid-
dle East between Israel and Palestine
is brighter. To me, that is great opti-
mism for the future of security and
stability, not only in Iraq, not only in
the Middle East, but throughout the
world.

We also must ask ourselves this: If
we don’t have optimism in the invest-
ment we make in the war on terror and
the spreading of democracy, then what
dividend would we receive by making
no investment at all?

My submission to you is that we
would be fighting the war on terror not
only overseas but on our own streets.
We would be spending more than we in-
vested in this war to try to be a defen-
sive country, rather than an offensive
country helping to spread democracy
wherever people yearn for it.

I have great respect for those who
will question any spending we might
entertain. I understand the concerns
about the investment that we may
make in the coming weeks in the sup-
plemental for Iraq. But I will tell you
that with the comments of Deputy Am-
bassador Salih, the comments of Dr. al-
Rubiae, and the evidence of the her-
oism of the Iraqi soldier at the polling
place Sunday, a week ago, it is clear to
me this supplemental will continue
that major pillar of support for democ-
racy in the Middle East; that is, the
presence of U.S. men and women in our
Armed Forces to continue to secure
that nation so it can finalize a con-
stitution and have permanent elections
for its peace and its security.

Our President has sent us a docu-
ment to make an expanded investment
in peace and democracy. I submit to
you that the evidence for optimism
abounds in Iraq and I, for one, will
stand by this President and stand by
our men and women in harm’s way, so
that their democracy, which has now
bloomed, will flourish in a part of the
world that has never seen it.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, as I
understand, we are in a period for
morning business?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct.

Mr. KENNEDY. Is there a time limit
on statements in morning business?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time until 12:30 p.m. is equal-
ly divided.

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Chair.

———————

NOMINATION OF MICHAEL
CHERTOFF

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sup-
port the nomination of Mr. Chertoff to
be Secretary of the Department of
Homeland Security. He brings a wealth
of experience to this position and that
experience will serve him well, because
the challenges facing this department
in the post 9/11 era continue to be im-
mense. The agency can never afford to
drop its guard for a moment. From pro-
tecting our borders to managing dif-
ficult immigration issues, Mr. Chertoff
will be at the heart of many of the
country’s most complex security
issues.

Just under 2 years ago, the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security was cre-
ated in the largest overhaul of Federal
agencies in more than half a century.
It merged 185,000 Federal workers and
22 agencies in order to create a more
national effort to protect ourselves in
the wake of September 11.

It is a job that requires overseeing
the development of innovative meth-
odologies and techniques to prevent
and deter terrorist attacks. It requires
rapid response to threats and hazards,
and it requires effective information
analysis and information sharing be-
tween agencies at all levels—Federal,
State and local.

The Secretary’s job is to strengthen
and maintain the security of our air-
ports, seaports and land borders. But,
equally important is the Secretary’s
ability to welcome the more than 500
million citizens, permanent residents,
lawful visitors, students, and tem-
porary workers who cross our borders
each year.

As Secretary, Mr. Chertoff will have
a major role on immigration policy.
One of the most important responsibil-
ities of his position is to see that the
immigration service and enforcement
functions are well-coordinated, and
that the service functions are not given
short shrift. Without strong leadership
and the insistence on close coordina-
tion, the officials in the various immi-
gration bureaus of the department are
prone to issue conflicting policies and
legal interpretations and create dis-
array in the department’s mission.

Questions have been raised about Mr.
Chertoff’s role in the Criminal Division
of the Department of Justice in devel-
oping the investigative strategy that
led to the department’s detention of
hundreds of immigrants after 9/11. Ac-
cording to the report of the depart-
ment’s Inspector General in June 2003,
there were ‘‘significant problems in the
way the detainees were handled.”
There were also problems that included
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a failure to distinguish detainees sus-
pected of ties to terrorism from detain-
ees with no such connection. The In-
spector General found there was inhu-
mane treatment of detainees at Fed-
eral detention centers, unnecessarily
prolonged detention resulting from the
department’s ‘““hold until cleared’ pol-
icy, secret detentions without formal
charges, interference with access to
counsel, and closed hearings.

I met with Judge Chertoff and raised
my concerns about these detainees and
his role in formulating the policy. He
recognized and understood that signifi-
cant problems had occurred at the Jus-
tice Department in the treatment of
the detainees and indicated a willing-
ness to re-evaluate current policies and
put in place protocols to prevent these
abuses from recurring.

Unfortunately, the administration
has not been nearly as accommodating.
It has refused to provide vital docu-
ments to the two Senate Committees
charged with oversight over the De-
partment of Homeland Security, the
Homeland Security and Government
Accountability Committee and the Ju-
diciary Committee. Specifically, the
administration continues to play hide
and seek with documents that would
shed light on the issues of torture and
interrogation. In doing so, the adminis-
tration persists in displaying a dis-
turbing disregard for our constitu-
tional role in Presidential nomina-
tions. By refusing to come clean and
provide necessary documents, and by
discouraging responsiveness and candor
from its nominees on the issue of tor-
ture, the administration is only mak-
ing the crisis worse, further embar-
rassing the Nation in the eyes of the
world, and casting greater doubt on its
commitment to the rule of law.

As Senator LEVIN has emphasized,
FBI e-mails state that while Mr.
Chertoff headed the Criminal Division,
discussions occurred between the FBI
and the Justice Department about in-
terrogation abuses. The e-mails indi-
cate that FBI personnel were deeply
concerned about the interrogation
techniques being used at Guantanamo
Bay by the Department of Defense and
the FBI communicated their concerns
directly to certain persons in the
Criminal Division.

The e-mails in their public form,
however, were heavily redacted to
avoid disclosing who spoke to whom.
Although the e-mails were never pro-
vided by the administration to the Sen-
ate, we were able to obtain the docu-
ments in the same way as the general
public obtained them, by surfing the
web for the redacted documents as re-
leased in a Freedom of Information Act
lawsuit.

Senator LEVIN and Senator LIEBER-
MAN asked for the unedited version of
the e-mails in order to learn who in the
FBI communicated the information
and who in the Criminal Division re-
ceived it. The request was denied, even
though the information might well
have been highly relevant
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to our consideration of Mr. Chertoff’s
nomination. It is beyond debate that
our advice and consent function under
the constitution includes inquiries into
matters which may reflect on the
nominee.

Mr. Chertoff may have no knowledge
about the e-mails or the FBI discus-
sion, but part of our constitutional ob-
ligation is to obtain enough informa-
tion to make an informed decision. The
American people deserve to know
whether we have done our constitu-
tional job responsibly.

Senator LEVIN has already spoken
passionately about the stiff-arm that
he and Senator LIEBERMAN and their
committee received from the Depart-
ment of Justice as they sought to give
meaning to the words ‘‘advice and con-
sent.” From the text of the redacted
version, it’s obvious that Mr. Chertoff
should have been asked about the tor-
ture issues in the depth that the docu-
ments would have enabled. He was head
of the Criminal Division during the rel-
evant time period. Naturally, they
asked to see the unredacted version of
the document prior to any vote on the
nomination.

But the administration flatly refused
to cooperate. The White House could
easily have provided the documents
only to Senators and to staff with ap-
propriate security clearances. It did
not. Instead, it concealed the full text
of the e-mails in what amounts to an
obvious coverup.

In addition, Senator LEAHY and I
sent a letter to the Department of Jus-
tice on February 4, asking it to provide
a separate department document which
reportedly advised the CIA on the le-
gality of specific interrogation tech-
niques at a time when Mr. Chertoff was
head of the Criminal Division. Again,
the administration refused to provide
it, claiming that its contents were
classified, even though Senators are
cleared to review classified material.

Our problems with the administra-
tion on this nomination, however, pale
in comparison with the failure of the
Senate Republican majority to carry
out its own constitutional responsibil-
ities on this nomination. Instead of in-
sisting on adequate answers to the
questions raised by the documents,
they have acquiesced in the adminis-
tration’s coverup and abdicated their
own independent constitutional respon-
sibility to provide ‘‘advice and con-
sent” on Presidential nominations.
They have allowed partisanship to
trump the Constitution.

In effect, the Republican Senate is
acting as George Bush’s poodle. The
Founders of our country would be ap-
palled at what has happened in this
case. Obvious questions about this
nomination have gone unanswered, and
the Republican leadership of the Sen-
ate, instead of meeting its constitu-
tional responsibility to seek answers,
rolls over and shirks its duty to see
that the Senate’s consent on this nomi-
nation is an informed consent, not a
blatantly defective consent.
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The Founders of our country did not
create a parliamentary democracy.
They created a democracy based on the
fundamental principle of separation of
powers with the Congress and the Judi-
ciary acting as checks and balances on
the power of the President We ignore
that fundamental principle at our
peril.

A major issue in the 2006 congres-
sional elections will clearly be the
rubberstamp Congress. The refusal by
the Republican Senate majority to ex-
ercise its constitutional responsibil-
ities on this nomination is a flagrant
example of that problem.

An essential part of winning the war
on terrorism and protecting the coun-
try for the future is protecting the
ideals and values that America stands
for here at home and around the world.
That means standing up against tor-
ture. It means shedding light on an ad-
ministration that prefers to act in
darkness. It also means living up to
our oath of office as Senators to pro-
tect and defend the Constitution.

The checks and balances in the Con-
stitution are essential to our democ-
racy and a continuing source of our
country’s strength. They are not obsta-
cles or inconveniences to be jettisoned
in times of crisis. We owe it to those
who come after us to be vigilant. Re-
publicans and Democrats alike must
insist that our constitutional obliga-
tions and prerogatives be respected. I
hope very much that this blatant abdi-
cation of our constitutional responsi-
bility will not be repeated.

Regardless of the difficulties we have
faced in obtaining these important doc-
uments, I am looking forward to work-
ing closely with Mr. Chertoff. His long
history of government service and dedi-
cation to the public good are impres-
sive. He has left the security of life-
time tenure on the federal bench to ac-
cept the challenge of steering the De-
partment of Homeland Security
through difficult waters. His willing-
ness to respond to the President’s call
speaks well of his character.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SUNUNU). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURR). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to be able to proceed for
10 minutes as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise this
afternoon to discuss briefly the nomi-
nation of Judge Michael Chertoff, of
New Jersey, to be Secretary of Home-
land Security. I thank our colleagues
on the Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs Committee, especially
Chairwoman SUSAN COLLINS and my
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dear friend and colleague from Con-
necticut, JOSEPH LIEBERMAN, for their
close consideration of this nomination.
The task of reviewing the nominee for
Secretary of Homeland Security is a
difficult one, and the committee did a
fine job.

I have reviewed the credentials of
Judge Chertoff. They are impressive. In
a legal career spanning over a quarter
of a century, Judge Chertoff has shown
a respectable dedication to public serv-
ice. In my view, he has also dem-
onstrated an ability effectively to
manage a variety of security issues.
For these reasons, I believe that Judge
Chertoff is qualified and capable to
serve as Secretary of the Department
of Homeland Security. I plan on voting
for his nomination.

The job for which Judge Chertoff is
being nominated is a challenging one.
In this post 9/11 era, the Secretary of
Homeland Security bears the primary
responsibility of ensuring the safety of
all Americans from threats that range
from terrorist attacks to natural phe-
nomena. In order to meet this responsi-
bility, the Secretary must oversee 22
separate agencies and 180,000 employ-
ees, all of whom carry out critical
daily duties that include safeguarding
our borders, securing our domestic in-
frastructure, and providing emergency
disaster assistance. We all know that
success in carrying out these duties
will rest on the ability of the Secretary
to coordinate and manage the re-
sources at his disposal. They are huge.

If confirmed, Judge Chertoff will un-
fortunately find that the current re-
sources at his disposal are inadequate
to ensure the operation of an effective
Department of Homeland Security. I
strongly agree with several of my col-
leagues on the Homeland Security and
Government Affairs Committee who
argue that more must be done to im-
prove the Department’s ability to iden-
tify security threats and to respond to
these threats in an effective and appro-
priate manner.

I agree that the Department of
Homeland Security must be given ade-
quate resources to address the plethora
of security vulnerabilities that con-
tinue to plague our borders, airports,
seaports, transportation systems, util-
ity networks, and financial networks. I
also agree that more work must be
done to develop and implement a Gov-
ernment-wide strategy on homeland se-
curity activities, and to devise specific
plans of action for specific threats.
Furthermore, I strongly concur that
more resources must be provided to our
first responders—the millions of brave
men and women who make up our front
lines of defense at home.

For any homeland security response
to be fully effective and successful, our
firefighters, law enforcement per-
sonnel, and emergency response teams
require the most updated equipment
and training to function. Regrettably,
the administration’s fiscal year 2006
budget deeply cuts these and other ini-
tiatives related to homeland security.
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All of these challenges that I men-
tion demand immediate and long-term
investments. While I applaud the work
that has already been done to enhance
our domestic security since 9/11, I re-
main, as many of my colleagues do,
deeply disturbed by the administra-
tion’s continued disinclination to in-
vest adequately in these activities. As
more gaps in our security are uncov-
ered and exploited, and as more work is
being done to enhance our capabilities
in identifying closing these gaps, the
Bush administration’s policy has been
to provide less resources, including un-
thinkable cuts of $615 million to State
homeland security initiatives and our
first responders. How can we fully ex-
pect to be safe as a nation if the very
people who are committed to our safe-
ty are deprived of the vital resources
that ensure our safety?

In his testimony before the Home-
land Security and Governmental Af-
fairs Committee, Judge Chertoff indi-
cated his determination to *“ ... im-
prove our technology, strengthen our
management practices, secure our bor-
ders and transportation systems, and
most important, focus each and every
day on keeping America safe from at-
tacks.”

I am encouraged by these remarks,
and I hope Judge Chertoff’s determina-
tion can allow him to meet the chal-
lenges, but he faces some awesome ones
within the administration, if, in fact,
these budget cut proposals are enacted
into law.

I am also encouraged by the remarks
he made regarding the rights to due
process that all Americans enjoy. In
his testimony to the Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee, Judge Chertoff said:

I believe that we cannot live in liberty
without security, but we would not want to
live in security without liberty.

I believe this position is noteworthy,
especially in light of the report issued
by the Department of Justice inspector
general in 2003 that criticized the pro-
longed detention of hundreds of peo-
ple—primarily immigrants—of sus-
pected ties to terrorism that were later
deemed groundless. Judge Chertoff ad-
mitted that mistakes were made in the
detention and treatment of these indi-
viduals—an admission rarely heard
from this administration—and vowed
to prevent them from happening again.

The question for our country is not
whether Judge Chertoff is the right
man for the job—I believe he is—but
whether Judge Chertoff will be given
an impossible job by the President who
nominated him. We surely cannot meet
the needs of our homeland security ap-
paratus on a tin-cup budget, just as we
cannot meet the needs of our military,
our schools, and our health care facili-
ties.

I find it troubling that—at the same
time as it cuts support for police, fire-
fighters, schoolchildren, and hos-
pitals—this administration continues
to view as sacrosanct the massive tax
cuts worth $1.6 trillion that benefit
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only some of the most wealthy individ-
uals in our Nation. Clearly, the Presi-
dent is not willing to ask any of these
people—although I think many of them
would be more than willing—to make
the sacrifice for the well-being of our
Nation. Yet, at the same time, the
President is willing to tell firefighters,
law enforcement personnel, and emer-
gency response teams—people who risk
their lives every day for our Nation—
that not only are they going to get
fewer resources each year, but they are
required to do more with less. This se-
verely skewed set of priorities is sim-
ply stunning. While it may be difficult
for many of us to see this mismatch
clearly today, I believe future histo-
rians who write about this period will
harshly judge it as such.

If confirmed, Judge Chertoff faces
formidable and daunting challenges—
challenges that must be overcome if we
are to ensure the safety of this country
and well-being of all Americans. I
speak on behalf of all of my colleagues
when I wish him the best in this very
difficult endeavor he is willing to un-
dertake.

I am also here to discuss another
issue raised by our colleague, Senator
CARL LEVIN of Michigan. The issue con-
cerns the repeated failure of this ad-
ministration to provide the Senate
with information necessary to carry
out its constitutional responsibilities
of giving advice and consent and con-
ducting oversight of the executive
branch.

In a letter written by the Depart-
ment of Justice to Senators LIEBERMAN
and LEVIN on February 7—just over a
week ago—the Department of Justice
claimed that an unredacted document
related to the Chertoff nomination
would not be provided to the Homeland
Security and Governmental Affairs
Committee because ‘“ . . . it contains
information covered by the Privacy
Act . . . as well as deliberative process
material.”” The assertion by the De-
partment of Justice that their inabil-
ity to comply rests on the Privacy Act
is absurd and wholly unacceptable.

As Senator LEVIN has stated—and I
strongly agree with him in this—the
Privacy Act protects private individ-
uals from having personal information
released without their consent. In this
case, the Department of Justice is
using the Privacy Act to conceal the
names of public officials who have en-
gaged in Government activities at tax-
payers’ expense. That is precisely the
kind of case in which Congress ought
to have full knowledge of Government
personnel and their activities in order
to exercise its advice and consent re-
sponsibility fully.

To deny the Senate information
about what public officials are doing at
taxpayers’ expense is essentially to
deny the American people their right
to know what their Government is or is
not doing in the name of its citizens.
To deny the American people their
right to know of their Government’s
actions is an abuse of not only the Pri-

February 15, 2005

vacy Act, it is an abuse of power, in my
view.

This may seem like a small matter to
some, just one document. However, it
should be noted that Senator LEVIN has
precisely and carefully raised an issue
that would be deeply disturbing to any-
one who is committed to openness and
accountability in our Government. I
suggest to my colleagues that we are
going to be seeing this issue arise over
and over again if we as a body—all of
us here—do not challenge it. I do not
care what party is in the White House.
If any administration starts making
the case in the Executive Branch that
the Privacy Act applies to Government
personnel and Government documents
that Congress may need to fulfill its
Constitutional obligations, then a dan-
gerous precedent will be set—one that I
think we will deeply regret.

This matter reflects an already per-
sistent, almost obsessive preoccupation
by the current administration with se-
crecy, thereby avoiding accountability
to Congress and, of course, to the citi-
zens we seek to represent.

The examples of this preoccupation
are almost too many to recite. One ex-
ample that comes to mind is when
Members of Congress and environ-
mental organizations were unable to
ascertain who—just the names—par-
ticipated in the Vice President’s en-
ergy task force, the group which laid
the blueprints for the administration’s
current energy policy.

Another example is the refusal of the
recent nominee, now current Attorney
General, to provide information to the
Judiciary Committee pertaining to the
development of his legal rationale for
permitting torture. Of particular note
in this case, when asked to provide in-
formation, the Attorney General said:

I do not know what notes, memoranda, e-
mails, or other documents others may have
about these meetings, nor have I conducted a
search.

The unwillingness even to search for
information requested by Congress
epitomizes a certain official arrogance
that sets a dangerous precedent be-
cause, when carried to its conclusion,
it impairs and even impedes most con-
gressional oversight. Government em-
ployees are named in countless docu-
ments that Congress needs in order to
carry out its constitutionally man-
dated responsibilities and to shine the
light where appropriate for the people
of this country on the actions of our
Government.

In closing, I do not believe Judge
Chertoff is an architect of the policy to
deny the public their right to know
what their Government is doing. That
point needs to be made crystal clear. If
I thought that were the case, I would
not support this nominee. I think
Judge Chertoff has made clear how he
views these matters. But Senator
LEVIN has raised a very important
issue that transcends this nomination
and reaches every agency and office in
this government. It is the issue of pre-
serving the openness, transparency,
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and accountability of our democratic
government. I thank Senator LEVIN
who, once again, during his service
here, has proved how valuable atten-
tion to detail is. I commend my col-
league for raising it.

I thank the indulgence of the Chair.
I yield the floor.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is now closed.

———
RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 12:30
p.m. having arrived, the Senate will
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15
p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:38 p.m.,
recessed until 2:14 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. VOINOVICH).

————

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF MICHAEL
CHERTOFF TO BE SECRETARY
OF HOMELAND SECURITY

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session and resume
consideration of the following nomina-
tion, which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nomination of Michael Chertoff, of
New Jersey, to be Secretary of Home-
land Security.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Maine for
yielding me time.

I am in support of the President’s
nominee, Judge Michael Chertoff. He
seems to have worked for almost every
part of the Federal Government, in-
cluding this body. I heard the Senator
from Maine say that she had never seen
a better witness before her committee.

As Secretary of Homeland Security,
Judge Chertoff will play a very impor-
tant and visible role in our everyday
lives, protecting us from terrorism, but
my purpose today is to highlight an-
other job he has. He is also the chief
immigration officer. As Secretary, he
will oversee the Bureau of Citizenship
and Immigration Services, the suc-
cessor to the INS, which manages im-
migration in this country. This job of
Judge Chertoff is not primarily about
keeping people out of the United
States; it is also about welcoming new
Americans into the United States.

The numbers are down some since
2001, but as many as 1 million immi-
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grants become new American citizens
each year.

I have attended a number of the cere-
monies which are held in Federal
courthouses all over America every
month to welcome and naturalize these
new citizens. I was in Nashville in De-
cember when 50 or 60 people from all
backgrounds were administered the
oath of allegiance by Judge Echols.
The oath requires each new American
to renounce any old allegiance and
swear a new one to the United States
of America.

Each one of these new citizens has
waited at least 5 years. They have
learned English. They have learned
something about U.S. history. They
have proved they are of good character.
Many new citizens have tears in their
eyes as they recite that oath. It is an
inspiring scene. Each of these new citi-
zens brings a new background and cul-
tural tradition to the rich fabric of
American life. That increases our mag-
nificent diversity, but diversity is not
our most important characteristic.

Jerusalem is diverse. The Balkans
are diverse. Iraq is diverse. A lot of the
world is diverse. What is unique about
the United States of America is that
we take all of that diversity and make
ourselves into one country. We are able
to say we are all Americans. We do
that because we unify it with prin-
ciples and values in which we all be-
lieve: liberty, equality, rule of law. It
also helps that we speak a common
language. It is hard to be one people if
we cannot talk with one another. Many
of these new citizens and many others
living in this country lack a solid grasp
of our common language or a clear un-
derstanding of our history and civic
culture. Without proficiency in
English, our common language, and an
understanding of our history and val-
ues, immigrants will find it difficult to
integrate themselves into our Amer-
ican society.

So my hope today is that Judge
Chertoff does a magnificent job in his
role at preventing terrorism. My hope
also is that he does a good job in keep-
ing out of this country people who are
not legally supposed to be here. But
equally important is Secretary
Chertoff’s role in welcoming new citi-
zens to this country, helping them
learn our history, our common lan-
guage—helping all of us remember
those principles that unite us as one
country. That is a part of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. It is of in-
creasing interest to Members of the
Senate on both sides of the aisle, and I
look forward to working with Judge
Chertoff in this new role and I support
his confirmation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Virginia and, from the minority’s
time, I will yield 10 minutes to the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senator from Virginia is
recognized.
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Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am
privileged to be the new boy on Sen-
ator COLLINS’S committee. My mission
is to try to achieve the smoothest
working relationship between the De-
partment of Defense, with which I have
been privileged to work these 27 years
in the Senate, and the distinguished
new department and the committee for
homeland defense over which my col-
league presides as able chairman to-
gether with Senator LIEBERMAN.

Just a word or two I want to speak
on Judge Chertoff. I, frankly, had not
met him prior to the President’s very
wise selection of this able individual. I
rise today to urge my colleagues to
give the strongest endorsement pos-
sible to this nominee.

I started my career as a young law-
yer, a prosecutor, but my first job out
of law school was law clerk to a Fed-
eral circuit court judge, the same posi-
tion that Judge Chertoff holds today. I
recall all through law school and the
early part of, I guess about 8 or 10
years that I practiced law, lawyers al-
ways thought: Maybe someday I could
be a judge, a Federal judge. The whole
bar looks up to the judicial branch, as
they should. It is the third branch of
our magnificent Republic. When an in-
dividual is selected by a President and
confirmed in the Senate, he or she then
dons that black robe, and it is a life-
time appointment.

I was privileged to observe the life of
a Federal judge. My judge was E. Bar-
rett Prettyman, and I had the privilege
of standing on this very floor several
years ago and recommending the Fed-
eral courthouse here in Washington be
named for Judge Prettyman. I am al-
ways grateful to the Senate for its wis-
dom in accepting my recommendation.
But I remember that judge so well. He
had the strongest influence on my life.
I aspired at one time to be a Federal
judge, but I hastily tell my colleagues
I am not sure I ever would have been
qualified, for various reasons.

But when you accept that appoint-
ment you take that oath of office for
life. That is why I, and I think most if
not every one of my colleagues, spend
so much time working with our Presi-
dents to find the best qualified people
to assume these important jobs in the
Federal judiciary. But it is a lifetime
appointment.

When I looked at Judge Chertoff in
my office, we compared experiences. He
was a law clerk on the Supreme Court,
so he had gone through some of the
similar experiences that I had as a law-
yer, and also I was assistant U.S. attor-
ney as was he. I said: You have to ex-
plain to me why you gave up a lifetime
appointment to a position in which you
can control your hours and largely con-
trol your vacations and have a magnifi-
cent family life and everything else to
take on this enormous, uncertain chal-
lenge.

He looked me in the eye, and he said:
In America, you have to step up and be
counted when the President and the
citizens of this Nation need you. I give
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up this position with great reluctance,
but I accept the next position and I
will give it everything I have ever been
taught in terms of how to do some-
thing for this country.

That deeply touched me, Madam
Chairman. I feel very confident that,
with the advice and consent of this au-
gust body, we will send forth an indi-
vidual eminently qualified to handle
this position, and one who will bring
about the necessary security that this
country deserves and needs and ex-
pects.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I also
rise to speak in support of the nomina-
tion of Michael Chertoff.

Today we vote on one of the most im-
portant Cabinet positions in our Gov-
ernment, and that is Secretary of the
Department of Homeland Security.
New York, perhaps more than any
other State in the Union, knows the
need for a strong defense at home.
Therefore, I take this vote very seri-
ously. I have considered carefully
Judge Michael Chertoff’s background. I
have considered his experience, and I
met with him personally to express the
needs and concerns of the citizens of
New York and my own concerns about
what we have and have not been doing
when it comes to homeland security.

After careful review and after hear-
ing his commitment to work with me
and other Members of this body, I in-
tend to vote in favor of Judge
Chertoff’s nomination for this vital
post. It is clear, crystal clear, that
Judge Chertoff has the intelligence and
the skill to run this behemoth Depart-
ment. There is no question about that.
But what has really been missing from
the Government is an advocate for
funds and focus in homeland security
that will protect New York and the
rest of the country. Judge Chertoff as-
sured me he would fight within the ad-
ministration for resources that have
been missing in homeland security.

It is no secret that, while we have
given all the money it takes to fight
the war on terror overseas, we have
shortchanged the domestic war on ter-
ror at home. Program after program,
which we all admit is necessary to de-
fend us at home, is shortchanged when
it comes to funding and focus.

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity was run by admirable people, but
their constitution was such that when
they went into the Oval Office, they
didn’t make much of a fight for the
things that were necessary.

I asked Judge Chertoff about that
when I met him. I said: I am sure you
are not going to make a public fight,
but are you privately, within the con-
fines of the Oval Office, going to de-
mand the funds that this Department
needs to make us secure? He told me he
would.

There is no doubt Judge Chertoff has
been blessed with a brilliant mind, and
he has formidable experience as a pros-
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ecutor, as Chief of the Justice Depart-
ment’s Criminal Division, and more re-
cently as an appellate judge. He now
faces the toughest challenge of his thus
far impressive career. He will be called
upon to lead and manage a Department
of 170,000 employees, forged out of 22
separate Government agencies, still
not all working together. That is no
small task.

Judge Chertoff will have to be smart,
tough, dedicated, and savvy—but a
keen mind and a strong work ethic will
not be enough. As I have said, what has
been missing from homeland security
has been funds and focus. A color-coded
warning system can have all the colors
in the rainbow, but without adequate
funding for vital programs and without
a laser-like focus, we are not serving
the people well. Judge Chertoff assured
me he would fight hard for the funds
and maintain a strong focus to main-
tain these programs at the Department
if confirmed. If my reading of his char-
acter and personality is correct, he will
make those fights inside the adminis-
tration that have been lacking thus
far.

Judge Chertoff, of course, will also
have to commit himself to working
with Members of Congress in a bipar-
tisan way, so together we can best pro-
tect the homeland.

Unfortunately, as I said in the past,
sometimes this administration has
acted with too much secrecy and too
often it has failed to consult Congress.
Too often it behaved as if it has a mo-
nopoly on wisdom. I am optimistic that
Judge Chertoff will, as he has assured
me, work with us in a bipartisan way.
I have also talked to him about the
need for changing the funding formula
so funds are not distributed simply as
if they were dropped from an airplane,
but go to the places of the greatest
need.

I have told him it is unconscionable
Wyoming gets more on a per-capita
basis for homeland security than New
York. He has told me that we have a
real problem with the funding formula;
he knows it has to be changed and he
would work to change it.

I have also raised with Judge
Chertoff the serious problems of staff-
ing we have at the northern border
with Canada. New York, of course, has
a 300-mile such border. As of last year,
we were short more than 1,400 Customs
and Border Protection officers on that
border. Judge Chertoff promised to
make securing the northern border a
priority, should he be confirmed by the
Senate.

I also pressed Judge Chertoff on
other matters, areas in which the Gov-
ernment should do more to protect the
homeland. I discussed with him the
creation of an assistant secretary for
cybersecurity, something I have raised
before, given reports of the mounting
attacks on our computer systems. On
these and on other matters, Judge
Chertoff has shown a willingness to de-
liberate and be openminded and that
means a lot in my book.
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In conclusion, the task of the next
Secretary will be difficult. The stakes
couldn’t be higher. Based on his record
of achievement and my personal meet-
ings with him, I have high hopes for
Judge Chertoff. I hope and pray he
lives up to those high hopes. I will vote
yes on the nomination of Michael
Chertoff as Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from New York for his
excellent statement.

I see a very valuable member of the
committee, the Senator from Hawaii,
is here to speak. I am prepared to yield
to him 10 minutes from the minority
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss the nomination of
Judge Michael Chertoff to be Secretary
of the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, DHS.

Since the inception of DHS in 2003,
Secretary Tom Ridge has led the de-
partment with strength and grace. His
tenure sets a high standard for future
secretaries to meet. I would like to
take this opportunity to thank Sec-
retary Ridge for his hard work and
dedication to his country.

As a member of the Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee, I was able to discuss with
Judge Chertoff his positions on issues
such as the DHS personnel regulations,
civil liberties, and bioterrorism. Judge
Chertoff expressed his commitment to
these issues and promised he would in-
vestigate and report back to the com-
mittee on a number of DHS policies of
concern to me.

There were five main points that I
raised with Judge Chertoff. First, I
asked for his assurance that he will de-
fend the Constitution to safeguard our
civil liberties. The price of security
should never erode our constitutional
freedoms, which are essential to the
preservation of this democracy. One
specific activity I have concerns about
is data mining, which could involve the
collection of personal data that could
violate an individual’s privacy rights.
Judge Chertoff affirmed his commit-
ment to liberty and privacy, and I will
continue to monitor DHS closely to en-
sure that he fulfills that commitment.

We also discussed the just-released
personnel regulations covering the
180,000 men and women who staff DHS.
To make these new regulations work,
there must be significant and meaning-
ful outreach to this dedicated work-
force, their unions, and their man-
agers. A well-managed organization
values employee input and understands
the important role employees play in
protecting against mismanagement. To
undermine opportunities for employees
to voice concerns or even have notice
of departmental changes unnecessarily
harms workers.

My third concern is the protection of
whistleblower rights in the depart-
ment. Whistleblowers alert Congress
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and the public to threats to health,
waste of taxpayer money, and other in-
formation vital to running an effective
and efficient government. I asked
Judge Chertoff to pledge to protect
whistleblowers and foster an open work
environment that promotes the disclo-
sure of Government mismanagement
and Government illegality. In response,
he promised ‘‘to support whistle-
blowers and to support candid assess-
ments by employees when there are
problems in the department.” I am
pleased he acknowledges the impor-
tance of whistleblowers to a Federal
agency and has vowed to protect their
rights. As ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Oversight of Government
Management, the Federal Workforce,
and the District of Columbia, and the
author of whistleblower protection leg-
islation, I will be monitoring the de-
partment closely to ensure that Judge
Chertoff follows through on this prom-
ise.

The fourth issue on which I asked for
Judge Chertoff’s commitment was bio-
terrorism and, more specifically, agri-
culture security. Since 2001, I have
urged the administration to develop a
coordinated response to bioterrorism
and agroterrorism through legislation,
which is critical to the health and safe-
ty of Americans.

Yesterday, I had the opportunity to
participate in a gaming exercise called
““Scarlet Shield” at the National De-
fense University that postulated a bio-
terrorist attack. This exercise brought
home to me the need to do much more
in ensuring an effective, coordinated
response.

I will introduce shortly the Home-
land Security Food and Agriculture
Act of 2005, which will improve State,
local, and tribal governments’ ability
to respond to an attack on the food
supply and facilitate DHS’s coordina-
tion with other Federal agencies with
food and agriculture responsibilities.
Judge Chertoff agrees with me that
bioterrorism is one of the greatest
threats our Nation currently faces, and
as such I hope I can count on his sup-
port for my bill.

The final issue I discussed with the
Judge is the security challenges for my
home State of Hawaii, 2,500 miles from
the West Coast. Being the only island
State, Hawaii has been blessed with di-
verse and breathtaking geography and
a unique culture. However, its geo-
graphic location poses challenges to se-
curing the State from asymmetric
threats. For example, when disaster
strikes, Hawaii cannot call on neigh-
boring States for assistance due to dis-
tance and time difference. Our eight in-
habited islands must be self sufficient.
For that reason, I have established
positive working relationships with
Secretary Ridge and senior policy-
makers from DHS as well as from
PACOM and NORTHCOM to ensure
that when national homeland security
policies are being formulated, the
needs of Hawaii are kept under consid-
eration. Judge Chertoff promised to be
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mindful of these unique needs and to
continue the positive relationship Ha-
waii has enjoyed with Secretary Ridge.

I also note I am pleased dJudge
Chertoff has stressed the importance of
close cooperation with Congress, par-
ticularly the Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs Committee, and
has promised to provide the informa-
tion we need to fulfill our oversight re-
sponsibilities.

With Judge Chertoff’s assurances
that he will protect civil liberties and
whistleblower rights, work openly with
Congress, and prioritize the other
issues I have detailed today, I will sup-
port his nomination to be the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security. I believe
he has the professionalism and the
commitment to serve the department
well, and I hope we, in the Congress,
will enjoy a long and productive rela-
tionship with him.

Thank you very much, Madam Chair-
man.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from Hawaii for his ex-
cellent statement. He is a very valu-
able member of the committee, and I
very much enjoy working with him.

I rise again today in support of the
nomination of Judge Michael Chertoff
to be the new Secretary of Homeland
Security. As the Presiding Officer
knows better than most, this is one of
the most challenging and critical jobs
in the entire Federal Government.
Judge Chertoff is clearly the right per-
son to take the helm of this Depart-
ment, and it is past time to put him in
that post.

The Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs held a
nomination hearing for Judge Chertoff
on February 2. It was a long and thor-
ough hearing. Judge Chertoff answered
every question posed to him fully and
candidly. His responses to more than
260 written questions my committee
presented to him were just as forth-
right. His nomination was endorsed by
a unanimous vote.

I mention this because there should
be no impression among our colleagues
that our committee did not do a thor-
ough job in questioning Judge Chertoff.
To the contrary, he was subjected to
hundreds of questions. He responded to
every question posed to him at our
committee’s lengthy nomination hear-
ing. And every member of the com-
mittee, on both sides of the aisle, had
ample opportunity to question Judge
Chertoff on whatever issues they
wished to raise with him.

In fact, I am aware of no opposition
to his nomination. Virtually the only
issue we have debated during the
course of these proceedings is one that
I believe has no bearing whatsoever on
Judge Chertoff’s fitness to serve in this
critical capacity. This issue is the de-
mand, by a few of our colleagues, for
information regarding the FBI’'s per-
sonnel working at Guantanamo Bay’s
detention facility and what informa-
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tion they may have had about interro-
gation techniques used on detainees by
Department of Defense personnel.

Let me make clear that all of us have
concerns about the proper and humane
treatment of our detainees. The distin-
guished chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, who also serves on our
committee, held a number of hearings
to explore the treatment of detainees.
It is my understanding that the Senate
Intelligence Committee is also embark-
ing on an investigation of the treat-
ment of detainees by CIA personnel. So
this is an issue. But the problem is,
this is not an issue in which Judge
Chertoff has been involved in setting
policy. He is being asked for informa-
tion he simply does not have.

At our committee’s nomination hear-
ing, Judge Chertoff was asked about
these concerns by my distinguished
colleague from Michigan, Senator
LEVIN. Judge Chertoff’s answer was un-
equivocal. Let me read it to you. He
said:

I was not aware during my tenure at the
Department of Justice that there were prac-
tices at Guantanamo, if there were practices
at Guantanamo, that would be torture or
anything even approaching torture.

He was not aware—not he did not re-
call not he was not sure; He was not
aware. That is unambiguous testi-
mony.

Our responsibility as Senators to ad-
vise and consent on executive branch
nominees is a solemn one. It is one, as
chairman of the committee, I take
very seriously. If there were a good
reason to delay consideration of a nom-
ination in order to secure important
information, then delay would be ap-
propriate; it would be called for. But
expecting a nominee to provide infor-
mation that he has sworn under oath
he does not know is not a good reason
for delaying his nomination.

The questions about Judge Chertoff’s
knowledge of the treatment of detain-
ees have been asked and answered, re-
peatedly. They have been asked in pre-
hearing questions. They have been
asked at the hearing. And they have
been asked posthearing.

Judge Michael Chertoff is eminently
qualified for this important position.
In his distinguished career, he has es-
tablished a strong reputation as a
tough prosecutor. But he has estab-
lished a reputation as a fierce defender
of civil liberties. His position on the
balance between these two critical
roles was made clear in his testimony
before the committee. He said:

I believe that we cannot live in liberty
without security, but we would not want to
live in security without liberty.

I cannot think of a more eloquent
statement by a nominee, showing us—
demonstrating beyond a doubt—he
clearly understands that as he in-
creases security for our Nation, he
must be ever mindful of privacy rights,
of civil liberties, of the very freedoms
that define us as Americans, and that
we cherish. Indeed, we would be hand-
ing the terrorists a victory if we so
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compromised our freedoms in the name
of security. Judge Chertoff understands
that tension, that balance, the need for
constant evaluation.

Judge Chertoff has also demonstrated
a great ability to work with law en-
forcement agencies at all levels of Gov-
ernment. He has a keen understanding
of the broad range of homeland secu-
rity vulnerabilities faced by States and
communities throughout the country.

When I have talked to law enforce-
ment officials from Maine to California
about Judge Chertoff, they have unani-
mously and enthusiastically embraced
his nomination. They know he will lis-
ten to State and local law enforcement,
and that he views them as partners in
our fight to tighten and improve our
homeland security.

I point out that Judge Chertoff was
confirmed three times previously by
this body. He was confirmed over-
whelmingly by both sides of the aisle 2
years ago for one of the highest courts
in the land. And now, having attained a
lifelong appointment at the pinnacle of
his legal profession, he nevertheless is
giving that up. He is giving up a life-
time appointment on one of the most
prestigious courts in the country to
step forward to serve our Nation in one
of the most difficult jobs imaginable,
one of the most thankless jobs in the
Federal Government.

I remind my colleagues of what he
told our committee when I asked him
why he was willing to give up that
judgeship, why he was willing to make
that sacrifice. He said—and his words
are eloquent—

September 11th and the challenge it posed
was, at least to my lights, the greatest chal-
lenge of my generation, and it was one that
touched me both personally and in my work
at the Department of Justice.

The call to serve in helping to protect
America was the one call I could not decline.

We are fortunate to have an indi-
vidual of Michael Chertoff’s quality,
with his commitment to public service,
who is willing to answer the call of his
country. I hope he will be unanimously
confirmed later this afternoon.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business for up to 10 minutes
and that this speech not interrupt the
debate on the Chertoff nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I will
withhold that request so that the Sen-
ator from New Jersey, who has just
come to the Chamber, may speak on
the nomination. I yield him 10 minutes
from the minority side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
thank the chairman of the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee for that
courtesy. This is a task we are pleased
to take on. For me, it is a moment of
special significance. We are proud of
the fact that Judge Michael Chertoff,
the nominee to be Secretary of Home-
land Security, is from New Jersey. I
hope we are going to see a strong vote
for his confirmation.

I thank our chairman and leader in
the Governmental Affairs Committee
for her persistence in moving some
very important matters through that
committee. She worked very hard at it.
First it was the intelligence reform
bill. While I was annoyed that I had to
work Saturdays and other days, the
fact is, without the diligence shown by
the Senator from Maine, we would not
have gotten it through. We were on the
edge of the precipice when finally it
passed, and I was enthusiastic to try to
be of help there. So it is with this issue
as well.

This is an important day for Amer-
ica. We all are concerned about the
issue that haunts us constantly. Memo-
ries of 9/11 will never leave the minds of
those who were alive or who study
American history in the future. It was
a terrible day for America. We live
every day with the remnants of that
reminder.

This morning, in the Commerce Com-
mittee on which I sit, we had a discus-
sion on aviation safety and baggage se-
curity requirements. I came down this
morning from New Jersey and, because
of some security involvements, was un-
able to catch two airplanes. But it had
to be done. It was not that I was par-
ticularly suspicious looking, but there
was a line to get through, and that is
what happens. So we are always re-
minded. Go into a building, popular
places, and you cannot go into those
places, wherever they are, whether
they are concerts or whether they are
educational forums, if it has any vol-
ume of attendance, you will invariably
see the security process at play. We are
worried about our families and our so-
ciety, how we function.

Judge Chertoff has been selected to
be the next Secretary for Homeland Se-
curity. It is fair to say that Secretary
Ridge did a good job in trying to amal-
gamate all these parts into an organi-
zation with 180,000 people. It is an enor-
mous task. Fortunately, the foresight
to name someone such as Michael
Chertoff to this post did present an un-
usual and appropriate candidate. He re-
ceived undergraduate law degrees with
honor from Harvard University. After
law school, he clerked on the Second
Circuit Court of Appeals. Following
that clerkship, he went on to serve as
a clerk for a great New Jerseyan, Su-
preme Court Justice William J. Bren-
nan.

In 1990, Michael Chertoff, in his mete-
oric rise to the top because of his abil-
ity, became the U.S. attorney for the
District of New Jersey. During that
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tenure, less than 4 years, he was so ag-
gressive in tackling organized crime,
public corruption, health care, and
bank fraud, with great success in mak-
ing the perpetrators of these crimes
pay the price and get out of the com-
munity orbit so we could approach
things correctly and honestly.

Michael Chertoff also played a crit-
ical role in helping the New Jersey
State legislature investigate racial
profiling in our State. It was a blight
on our community. Driving while
Black should not be a crime, and we
identified that very clearly. As a mat-
ter of fact, oddly enough, the present
attorney general of the State of New
Jersey, a fellow named Peter Harvey,
distinguished attorney and outstanding
member of the Governor’s cabinet, was
stopped on one of our highways. He had
pulled into a restaurant parking lot,
and a policeman came over and asked
to check his license and to inspect his
car for no reason other than the fact
that he was Black. There was no other
reason. He had no suspicion sur-
rounding his presence. Yet our attor-
ney general, then a lawyer, was
stopped because of color. That should
not be a crime. Thanks in part to
Judge Chertoff’s efforts, the State leg-
islature passed a bill to ban racial
profiling. That prompted me to intro-
duce the first bill in the U.S. Senate to
address this issue. The results have
been excellent.

Judge Chertoff now serves on the
prestigious U.S. Court of Appeals for
the Third Circuit. A good measure of
his commitment to public service, one
he has been questioned about publicly
in place after place, including our com-
mittee, is the question as to why he
would give up a lifetime tenure on the
second highest court in the land to ac-
cept a call to duty. We hope this tenure
will be better, but it will have to be
earned every day of his career.

The mission of the Department of
Homeland Security is critical to our
country and to my State of New Jer-
sey. On September 11, 2001, 700 of the
almost 3,000 people who perished that
day came from the State of New Jer-
sey. There is hardly anyone in our
State who didn’t know someone or
some family member of someone who
died that day in the World Trade Cen-
ter.

I was a commissioner of the Port Au-
thority of New York and New Jersey
when I was elected to the Senate, and
those Trade Center buildings were kind
of a business home for me.

From the location where I live now, 1
could see the silhouette and the trade
centers always as a landmark. It was a
pleasure to get up in the morning and
see the sun coming over the tops of
those buildings. Yes, when we saw what
happened that day, smoke rising from
the World Trade Center buildings, as
each one collapsed in a crush of flames
and debris, that can never be forgotten.
The New York/New Jersey region bore
the brunt of those attacks on that ter-
rible day.
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It continues to be identified, by the
way, by the FBI as the most at-risk
area for terrorist attack. The 2 miles
that go from Newark Liberty Airport
to the New York/New Jersey harbor are
said by the FBI to be the most inviting
targets for terrorists. Judge Chertoff
understands this. When Senator
CORZINE and I talked with Michael
Chertoff, we didn’t have to remind him
about what that area looks like, what
that stretch of land is like that could
be so inviting to terrorists. I am con-
fident Judge Chertoff will work to tar-
get homeland security grants to areas
where the actual risk and threat of ter-
rorism are the greatest.

This is not just about New York and
New Jersey. There are many high-risk
States—some are colored red in the po-
litical description that we use today,
and some are blue. Examples: Texas,
Florida, California, Georgia, Illinois,
Virginia—the list goes on of States
where there are inviting targets for
terrorists. These high-risk States are
not getting enough funding because,
under current law, 40 percent of all
homeland security grants—over $1 bil-
lion each year—is given to each and
every State regardless of risk and
threat. That doesn’t make sense.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COLEMAN). The Senator has used his 10
minutes.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I be per-
mitted 5 more minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I will
make clear that it is coming from the
Democrats’ time.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. We are glad to
take that responsibility. I may ask for
a minute or two more.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 5 more minutes.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
the 9/11 Commission report stated:

Homeland security assistance should be
based strictly on an assessment of risks and
vulnerabilities. Federal homeland security
assistance should not remain a program for
general revenue sharing.

The 9/11 Commission correctly under-
stood that homeland security is too
important to be caught up in pork-bar-
rel politics. That is why Senator
CORZINE and I introduced a bill last
week, S. 308, requiring that all home-
land security grants for terrorism pre-
vention and preparedness be based on
relative risks, threats, and
vulnerabilities. I hope my colleagues
will see that that is in the national in-
terest and support that legislation. I
know Judge Chertoff understands that
problem. He is a highly intelligent,
competent, and dedicated public serv-
ant who has compiled a number of im-
pressive accomplishments in all three
branches of the Federal Government. I
ask my colleagues to vote to confirm
him.

I would like to add a word. Right
now, we are talking about whether the
minority is obstructing progress on dif-
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ferent issues—Social Security and
other legislation that is before us that
needs attention. Here is an example of
where we can arrive at a consensus
view with dispatch—get it done. We
know Judge Chertoff is an excellent
candidate, but that is not to say there
may not be a vote against him. There
were votes against the confirmation of
Secretary Condoleezza Rice. There was
a difference of view. It was the same
thing with Mr. Gonzales. But it reflects
the fact that the minority is rep-
resented. There were many people from
the Democratic side who voted for Sec-
retary Rice and for Attorney General
Gonzales. But why is there a move un-
derway—I use this opportunity to say
this—to undercut the voice of the mi-
nority? It was said by our leader here
that 48 million people voted Democrat
in the last Presidential election. Do we
want to say that those voices should
not be heard? Never.

Mr. President, I know you and our
chairperson, Senator COLLINS, were
elected with good support from your
constituents. Does that free you from
representing the part of the constitu-
ency that didn’t vote for you? Not at
all. We have to recognize that schemes
that would deprive the minority from
registering their point of view are
against the Constitution. It is against
the fabric of our democratic society to
say if you didn’t vote for us, we are
going to nail you; you are not going to
have your view; you are obstruction-
ists. That is not right. Here we have a
chance once again to express some bi-
partisanship by voting for an out-
standing candidate to be the next Sec-
retary of Homeland Security.

I yield the floor.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, We
are here today discussing the nomina-
tion of Judge Michael Chertoff to be
the next Secretary of the United States
Department of Homeland Security.

Let me begin by thanking Secretary
Ridge for all he did in leading the de-
partment through its creation and
start-up. It was a difficult job and the
Nation owes him a debt of gratitude for
tackling this difficult task.

I opposed the creation of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, in part,
because I was concerned that by com-
bining disparate areas of the Federal
Government we could create more
problems than benefits. Several recent
reports from the Government Account-
ability Office have shown that this is a
valid concern.

The next Secretary of the Homeland
Security Department will need to focus
time and energy on ensuring that the
various divisions within the depart-
ment become integrated. A separate
and divided Department of Homeland
Security cannot work to increase our
national security. Our best chance for
preventing another terrorist attack re-
lies on a coordinated and well run
agency. If this does not occur, I fear
that my original concern regarding the
creation of this entity will be realized.

Judge Chertoff has an impressive re-
sume and, in fact, has already been
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confirmed by the Senate for several po-
sitions. His experience includes serving
as a Federal appellate court judge,
United States Attorney, and head of
the Criminal Division at the United
States Department of Justice. How-
ever, questions have been raised about
the potential involvement of Judge
Chertoff in the prison abuse scandals,
an issue that was pivotal in my opposi-
tion to Judge Gonzales being confirmed
as the United States Attorney General.

Senators LEVIN and LIEBERMAN have
been working to determine whether
Judge Chertoff had any knowledge
about the scandal, and they deserve
our profound thanks. However, as in
too many cases, this administration
has made a decision to keep much of
the information from the public. The
citizens of the United States deserve
honesty and openness from the govern-
ment.

The information that has been re-
vealed shows that Judge Chertoff had
no knowledge or involvement in the
torture scandal. I must make a deci-
sion based on the record I have in front
of me, not on the possibility of the
record I do not know. Reviewing this
record leads me to believe that Judge
Chertoff would be capable of per-
forming the duties of Secretary of the
Department of Homeland Security, and
I will thus support his confirmation to
that position.

It is my hope that Judge Chertoff
will complete the work that Secretary
Ridge began and create an integrated
Department of Homeland Security. I
also hope that Judge Chertoff will be
able to lead by example and create the
open environment at the Department
of Homeland Security that my con-
stituents and the citizens of this Na-
tion deserve and expect.

It will take many hours of hard work
and it will not be easy. I wish him the
best of luck in accomplishing the task.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today I
rise in strong support of the nomina-
tion of Judge Michael Chertoff to be-
come Secretary of Homeland Security.

Voting in favor of Judge Chertoff and
commending him on his remarkable ac-
complishments is beginning to become
a habit for us.

At the beginning of President Bush’s
first term, Judge Chertoff was nomi-
nated to become Assistant Attorney
General for the Criminal Division. To
this position, he brought years of expe-
rience as a Federal prosecutor in New
York and a highly successful term as
the U.S. attorney for the District of
NewdJersey.

As a prosecutor, Judge Chertoff han-
dled a wide variety of complex crimes
that included successfully prosecuting
a RICO murder case involving the
third-ranking member of the Genovese
La Cosa Nostra Family and others. The
principal defendants were convicted of
conspiring to murder John Gotti and
murdering a mob associate. They each
received 75 to 80 year prison terms.

He also successfully prosecuted the
Mafia Commission Case, which charged
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the bosses of all five New York La Cosa
Nostra Families with operating a na-
tional commission through a pattern of
racketeering acts such as extortion,
loan sharking, and the murders of a
mafia boss and two associates.

Upon his confirmation, Mr. Chertoff
ran the Criminal Division of the De-
partment of Justice during the trying
days after September 11. As Senator
COLLINS stated:
since 9/11, Judge Chertoff has established
himself as a leading expert on the legal and
national security issues surrounding the war
on terror.

After this period, in which I worked
closely with the Criminal Division of
the Justice Department to formulate
the PATRIOT ACT, Judge Chertoff was
nominated to the third Circuit and was
confirmed by a vote of 88 to 1.

As we all know, becoming a judge on
the 3rd Circuit is a lifetime appoint-
ment and the culminating achievement
of many outstanding legal careers. Few
leave the bench before retirement.
However, Judge Chertoff is not a man
who will shirk from his duty. His na-
tion called and asked him to sacrifice.
He answered that call and stood up to
be counted during a period of war.

This is true not only for the time
that he spent affiliated with the Jus-
tice Department but in his everyday
practice. For example, Judge Chertoff
served as special counsel to the New
Jersey Senate Judiciary Committee in
its investigation of racial profiling.

Under his counsel, the committee
held nine hearings examining racial
profiling allegations, concluding that
the former attorney general had misled
the committee and had attempted to
cover up the extent of racial profiling
in New Jersey from the U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice.

After a convicted rapist was mistak-
enly released from prison, Mr. Chertoff
again served as special counsel for the
New Jersey Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee during its hearings into the ap-
plication of Megan’s Law, which re-
quires State correction officials to no-
tify prosecutors 90 days prior to the re-
lease of a sex offender, and the reasons
why it was not being systematically
employed by the State.

Mr. Chertoff also represented three
indigent defendants on death row in
Arkansas through a program operated
by the NAACP Legal Defense Fund.
The death sentences of all three de-
fendants were overturned on the appeal
that he handled.

I understand that Judge Chertoff re-
ceived the unanimous approval of the
Homeland Security and Governmental
Affairs Committee, with one member
voting ‘‘present.’” I believe that this is
not only a reflection on the judge’s cre-
dentials but a realization that securing
the homeland is not a partisan issue,
but a commitment by the Government
to its people that we will find the best
leaders to defend our Nation. Judge
Chertoff time and time again has set
the standard by which others will have
to follow.
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Mr. President, it has been my privi-
lege to know Judge Chertoff for a num-
ber of years and I can honestly say that
the President has made an inspired de-
cision in this nomination.

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss the nomination of
Judge Michael Chertoff to be our Na-
tion’s second Homeland Security Sec-
retary.

Our next Homeland Security chief
will face a number of urgent chal-
lenges. I believe the most pressing of
those will be better coordinating our
Federal, State and local homeland se-
curity personnel.

When I was Colorado’s attorney gen-
eral, I started a new effort to bring dis-
trict attorneys, police departments and
sheriffs together to foster interagency
cooperation. That was tough, but it al-
lowed us to coordinate and fund better
law enforcement training, and better
prosecute gang violence, fight senior fi-
nancial fraud, establish school hotlines
and many other vital efforts to fight
crime that knows no jurisdictional
boundaries.

The challenge for DHS is, of course,
even larger.

Unfortunately, 3 years after 9/11
there is a huge gap between Wash-
ington and our first responders on the
ground. In his fiscal year 2006 budget,
the President proposed consolidating
and reducing funding for State and
local heroes.

At a time when our law enforcement
agencies are being asked to do more
with less, the President apparently be-
lieves they should have even less. The
President’s budget for next year elimi-
nates funding for new hires under the
COPS grants, which have helped to put
1,289 additional officers on the streets
in Colorado. The President’s budget
also calls for a 24 percent cut in home-
land security grants to States and a
complete elimination of grants to rural
fire fighters.

At the same time, the Homeland Se-
curity grant money that is available is
not flowing effectively to State and
local agencies. Police, fire and emer-
gency medical departments are not
getting the help they need. Worse yet,
critical anti-terrorism intelligence is
not getting to the law enforcement per-
sonnel on the ground who can act on it.

I met with Mike Chertoff and he
promised me that he would work to
better coordinate Federal, State and
local agencies. I appreciated his candor
in our meeting, but I am very dis-
appointed to see his unwillingness to
respond to a series of very straight-
forward questions posed by Senators
Levin and Lieberman.

Here is why this matters: we need a
straight-shooting and straight-talking
person in this job. Judge Chertoff will
face the awesome task of wrangling the
180,000 employees and 22 agencies that
form the Department of Homeland Se-
curity. Secretary Tom Ridge started
the process of cutting the bureaucratic
red tape and integrating the depart-
ment. DHS took a number of steps, in-
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cluding establishing an Operational In-
tegration Staff, but a great deal is still
left to do.

Judge Chertoff has experience mov-
ing unwieldy bureaucracy in times of
crisis. As Assistant Attorney General
of the Criminal Division of the Depart-
ment of Justice from 2001-2003, Chertoff
shared information and coordinated
antiterrorism efforts not only across
DOJ, but also with DHS and foreign
law enforcement. Chertoff also pushed
resources to the field where they were
needed most.

Chertoff was essentially the Nation’s
attorney as it prosecuted the war on
terrorism. I know a little about this.
As Colorado’s former top attorney, I
can tell my colleagues that one needs a
good lawyer to fight crime and prevent
terror.

Chertoff will also have to balance the
need to fight terrorism with the need
to preserve our freedom.

This is a difficult balance to achieve.
In the last few years, we have faced
some difficult choices. The administra-
tion has detained terrorism suspects
for long periods without access to an
attorney. They have tried to use mili-
tary tribunals instead of civilian
courts. And worst of all, the adminis-
tration’s uneven record on adherence
to the Geneva Convention and on the
use of torture is an affront to our
American ideals.

Chertoff has expressed his belief that
torture is wrong. He expressed his phi-
losophy during his confirmation hear-
ing: “We cannot live in liberty without
security, but we would not want to live
in security without liberty.”

Judge Chertoff has said all the right
things about preserving civil liberties.
But we will face numerous threats to
our security over the next 4 years, and
we will be faced with even tougher
choices. It is my sincere hope that
Chertoff will do a better job than his
predecessors have done in allowing us
to live with both security and liberty.

What strikes me most about Mike
Chertoff is his commitment to public
service. Two years ago, Chertoff was
confirmed for a lifetime appointment
to the 3rd U.S. Circuit Court of Ap-
peals. Chertoff could easily have kept
that seat forever, but he stepped down
from that secure job to face another
political gauntlet. In short, when duty
called, Judge Chertoff answered.

You could not ask for a tougher job
in Washington than Homeland Security
Secretary. I am hopeful Judge Chertoff
is the right person for the job.

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I rise
today in strong support of the con-
firmation of Michael Chertoff to be
Secretary of Homeland Security. He is
an extraordinary professional and a re-
markably talented lawyer. He is highly
intelligent, honorable, and impartial.
He is also a straight shooter, which is
exactly what we need right now in this
position. He is also a personal friend.

Mr. Chertoff has impeccable creden-
tials—not the least of which is being a
native New Jerseyan. He attended Har-
vard College and Harvard Law School,
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where he was editor of the Harvard
Law Review. He then served as a Su-
preme Court law clerk. In private prac-
tice and public service, he developed a
reputation as a brilliant, tough, fair,
and truly world class litigator, and
earned the respect of his peers and ad-
versaries. Indeed, one New Jersey paper
has even suggested he might be New
Jersey’s ‘“‘Lawyer Laureate.”

In recent years, Judge Chertoff has
served as Assistant Attorney General
for the Criminal Division and circuit
judge for the Third Circuit. In each of
these capacities and throughout his ca-
reer, he has served our Nation excep-
tionally well. So when Judge Chertoff
told me recently that this position, as
Secretary of Homeland Security, is the
most important task he has ever un-
dertaken in his public career, I took
notice. Given his commitment to pub-
lic service and the distinguished re-
sults of his remarkable career, this
statement speaks for itself.

I wish to emphasize one particular
aspect of Judge Chertoff’s career: his
role in helping the New Jersey State
legislature investigate racial profiling.
As special counsel to the State senate
Judiciary Committee, he led the com-
mittee probe into how top State offi-
cials handled racial profiling by the
State Police. His work was bipartisan,
objective, balanced, and thoroughly
professional, and helped expose the fact
that for too long, State authorities
were aware that statistics showed mi-
nority motorists were being treated
unequally by some law enforcement of-
ficials, and yet ignored the problem.
This landmark racial profiling inves-
tigation demonstrated Judge Chertoff’s
ability to balance the State’s responsi-
bility to provide for the public safety
with protecting our citizens’ civil lib-
erties.

Judge Chertoff is uniquely positioned
to undertake the enormous challenges
that come with the position of Sec-
retary of Homeland Security. Particu-
larly important to the citizens of New
Jersey is his understanding of the crit-
ical importance of allocating our
homeland security resources to those
areas of the country where the risks
and vulnerabilities are greatest.

New Jersey is on the front lines of
terrorism. We lost 700 people on Sep-
tember 11, 2001. Two of the 9/11 terror-
ists were based in New Jersey, and the
anthrax that hit this institution origi-
nated in New Jersey. The Post Office in
Hamilton, NJ, where the anthrax was
sent, has taken years to clean up and
will finally reopen next week. The
costs are expected to be $72 million for
decontamination and $27 million for
the refurbishment of the facility.

Newark Liberty Airport, and Port
Newark, and the Ports of Philadelphia
and Camden are critical
vulnerabilities. New Jersey is home to
rail lines, bridges, and tunnels to New
York City, as well as chemical plants
and nuclear facilities. Atlantic City
has the second highest concentration
of casinos in the country, and between
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tourists and those who work there, is
visited by as many as 300,000 people.

Wall Street and other financial serv-
ices firms house important front and
back office operations, including clear-
ance and settlement services, and other
operations essential to the functioning
of America’s capital markets in New-
ark, Jersey City, and Hoboken. And,
last summer, Newark was one of three
locations including New York City and
Washington, DC—that was put on Or-
ange Alert for a possible terrorist at-
tack as intelligence suggested that the
Prudential building in downtown New-
ark could be a target.

Yet despite these growing threats to
New Jersey from anthrax to the Orange
Alert, and the ever-expanding costs as-
sociated with protecting the most
densely populated State in the coun-
try—remarkably homeland security
grants to New Jersey were cut in 2005.

Funding was reduced from $93 million
in 2004 to $61 million in 2005. Newark
will see a 17-percent reduction in funds,
from $14.9 million to $12.4 million. And,
incredibly, Jersey City’s homeland se-
curity funds will drop by 60 percent,
from $17 million in 2004 to $6.7 million
in 2005.

These cuts leave New Jersey home of
countless companies and people who
keep our economic engine moving;
home of one of the most active and ex-
posed ports in the country; home of one
of the busiest airports in America;
home of our Nation’s new Homeland
Security Secretary—36th in the Nation
in per capita homeland security fund-
ing.

I was pleased that the President’s
budget called for an allocation of
homeland security funding based on
risk and vulnerability. This common-
sense approach mirrors the rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission.

Senator FRANK LAUTENBERG and I
have introduced legislation that would
require that homeland security funding
be allocated along these lines. This bill
grants the Department of Homeland
Security the authority it needs to keep
us safe and will allow Michael Chertoff
to be an outstanding Secretary of
Homeland Security.

Judge Chertoff also understands the
critical importance of protecting our
chemical facilities. Only a week ago,
the former Deputy Homeland Security
Advisor to the President testified to
this committee that industrial chemi-
cals are ‘‘acutely vulnerable and al-
most uniquely dangerous,”” presenting
a ‘‘mass-casualty terrorist potential ri-
valed only by improvised nuclear de-
vices, certain acts of bioterrorism, and
the collapse of large, occupied build-
ings.” He added that chemical plant se-
curity ‘‘should be the highest critical
infrastructure protection priority for
the Department of Homeland Security
in the next two years.”

There are other critical issues that
the nominee will face and that I am
confident he is prepared to take on.
Our rail lines are woefully unprotected
and recent accidents have dem-
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onstrated the risk that rail transport
of toxic chemicals could be attacked by
terrorists. There is important work re-
maining at TSA, where airport screen-
ing is far from complete and where too
little attention has been paid to ground
transportation.

And the Department of Homeland Se-
curity has not yet adequately con-
fronted the vulnerabilities of our ports.
The checklist is long and the issues
complex. And in my view, Judge
Chertoff is the best person to address
them.

One of the critical issues to be ad-
dressed by the new Secretary of Home-
land Security will be civil liberties. I
strongly believe that we as a nation
can be both secure and free. Given
Judge Chertoff’s work on racial
profiling in New Jersey, I am confident
that he will pursue law enforcement
strategies that are both effective and
unbiased. His stated commitment to
respecting recent Supreme Court deci-
sions on detainees assures me that he
will always pursue terrorists within
the context of our laws and treaty obli-
gations. And his public as well as pri-
vate calls for a new approach to detain-
ees is indicative of a thoughtful and
open-minded professional.

While I fully understand the concerns
raised by my colleague from Michigan,
I am disappointed that it delayed this
confirmation vote. The Congress has an
obligation to oversee how this adminis-
tration is treating detainees, in Guan-
tanamo and around the world. Access
to FBI memoranda on this topic are
critical to this oversight. But this par-
ticular document has nothing to do
with Judge Chertoff’s qualifications for
this critical position. Indeed, I have
confidence that Judge Chertoff—who
has called for more open discussion on
the topic of detention—will work close-
ly with Congress so that we can come
to a full understanding of what has
happened and where we go from here.

No one knows what the future may
bring. The terrorist threat shifts, and
we are constantly learning about new
vulnerabilities. At this critical mo-
ment, I believe that Judge Chertoff has
the kind of commitment, intellect, and
imagination that we need as someone
who is focused on keeping us safe, as
someone who understands that home-
land security means identifying the
greatest risks and vulnerabilities and
making them a priority, as someone
who recognizes that, in protecting our-
selves, we cannot sacrifice our basic
principles and values. Mr. President, I
am confident that Michael Chertoff is
that person.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the nomination of
Judge Michael Chertoff to be the new
Secretary for the Department of Home-
land Security.

Make no mistake, I believe the chal-
lenges facing Judge Chertoff at the 2-
year-old Department are monumental.
They include negotiating turf battles
with other powerful Cabinet Secre-
taries and ensuring that 22 formerly
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disparate Federal agencies, with a
combined workforce of 180,000 employ-
ees, work together under one central
structure. In addition, Judge Chertoff
will be responsible for protecting our
Nation’s critical infrastructure and for
improving information sharing among
law enforcement agencies—without in-
truding unnecessarily on individual
privacy rights. It is a daunting assign-
ment, but I believe Judge Chertoff is up
to it.

When Senator OBAMA and I met with
Judge Chertoff last week, we discussed
several issues of concern to us, and
Judge Chertoff assured us that he will
address these issues. Among my key
concerns are the new personnel rules
for Department of Homeland Security
employees. I believe the new rules are
far too restrictive when it comes to
collective bargaining, pay negotia-
tions, and adjudicating grievances. The
situation at DHS has become even
more important since the Bush admin-
istration announced its intention to
give agencies across the Federal Gov-
ernment the option of creating similar
human resource policies. Judge
Chertoff said he would sit down with
the workers who will be affected by the
rules to listen to their concerns and
suggestions. It is important that he do
so. As Judge Chertoff told Senator
OBAMA and me:

It’s important to have a happy and satis-
fied workforce. This is not going to work if
people in the department feel like they’re
being wronged.

Another issue Judge Chertoff prom-
ised to look into is the effort to inte-
grate the separate fingerprint data
bases maintained by the Department of
Homeland Security and the FBI. Merg-
ing these two systems into a single, in-
tegrated system is not simply a good
idea, it is a congressional mandate.
Yet, a recent report by the Justice De-
partment’s Inspector General con-
cluded that the efforts to achieve a
fully integrated biometric fingerprint
ID system have stalled. As one who has
pushed for such a system, I am deeply
troubled by that assessment. More
than three 3 years after 9/11, it is unac-
ceptable that this critical improve-
ment to our homeland security still
had not been accomplished. Judge
Chertoff said the American people
“would go ballistic if we can’t get
things to mesh.”” He is right and the
American people have every right to be
angry. This must get done. I take
Judge Chertoff at his word when he
says he will make development of an
integrated biometric fingerprint ID
system a priority.

Judge Chertoff also promised to look
into another possible threat to our
homeland security, and that is the ap-
parent ease with which an ordinary cit-
izen can obtain an airline pilot’s uni-
form. This threat was documented re-
cently by a Chicago TV reporter. As-
tonishingly, the reporter found that he
could purchase an authentic pilot’s
uniform online—with no identifica-
tion—and the uniform would be deliv-
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ered to his doorstep in 48 hours. How
can this happen in a post-9/11 world?
Senator OBAMA and I have asked the
Senate Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs Committee and the
Transportation Security Administra-
tion to answer that question. We will
be looking for answers.

I look forward to working with Judge
Chertoff on several issues of particular
importance to Illinois. Among them is
a Microbial Risk Assessment Center,
which has been proposed by the Univer-
sity of Chicago and would serve as the
national clearinghouse to assess risks
from anthrax, smallpox, plague, and
other possible bioterror threats.

In addition, the city of Chicago has
developed a state-of-the-art command
center where personnel from the city’s
police, fire, and rescue departments
and representatives of the city’s busi-
ness community work together in one
room to monitor the city and, if nec-
essary, respond jointly to disasters. I
believe this command center could
serve as a national model, and I en-
courage Judge Chertoff to examine its
structure and successes.

My decision to support Judge
Chertoff is the result of serious delib-
eration. While I am impressed by his
record and his openness, I also have
some concerns about the role Judge
Chertoff played in developing certain
administration policies while he served
as the head of the Justice Depart-
ment’s Criminal Division. In that ca-
pacity, Judge Chertoff helped to craft
high-profile initiatives that explicitly
targeted Arabs and Muslims and re-
sulted in the detention of thousands of
people. In the aftermath of the 9/11 ter-
rorist attacks, the Justice Department
rounded up at least 1,200 immigrants,
the vast majority of whom were Arab
or Muslim. The Justice Department’s
Inspector General found that none of
these detainees—not one—was charged
with a terrorist-related offense, and
that the decision to detain them was
“extremely attenuated” from the 9/11
investigation. The Inspector General
also found that detainees were sub-
jected to harsh conditions of confine-
ment and that some were subjected to
““‘a pattern of physical and verbal
abuse.”

Judge Chertoff also was tangentially
involved in the Justice Department’s
efforts to legalize abusive interroga-
tion tactics. He reviewed the infamous
Justice Department ‘‘torture memo”’
and provided advice on complying with
the antitorture statute, but he told me
that he did not provide advice on the
legality of any specific interrogation
methods.

The Justice Department’s ‘‘torture
memo’’ narrowly and, I believe, incor-
rectly redefined torture as limited only
to abuse that causes pain equivalent to
organ failure or death, and concluded
that the antitorture statute does not
apply to interrogations conducted
under the President’s so-called Com-
mander in Chief authority.

This tortured effort to justify torture
helped to create a permissive environ-
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ment that made it more likely that
abuses of detainees would take place
and made it possible for the horrors we
have since learned about at Guanta-
namo Bay, Cuba and the Abu Ghraib
prison in Iraq. What happened in these
places, I believe, has damaged our
image and called into question our
moral authority in some places and it
has increased—not diminished—the
dangers our troops and our citizens
face in this age of terrorism.

Unlike many other administration
officials, however, Judge Chertoff has
acknowledged that the Government
made mistakes in the aftermath of 9/11.
He told me that he opposes ethnic and
religious profiling and he is committed
to treating all immigrants fairly and
to complying with all laws regarding
the humane treatment of detainees.

I take him at his word. I will expect
Judge Chertoff, as Secretary of Home-
land Security, to balance America’s
need for security and our respect for
civil rights and our heritage as a na-
tion of immigrants. There are practical
reasons, in addition to the legal rea-
sons, for seeking such balance. Detain-
ing large numbers of Arab and Muslim
immigrants involves a massive invest-
ment of law enforcement resources
with little no return, and it creates
fear and resentment of law enforce-
ment in exactly the immigrant com-
munities whose cooperation we need to
defeat terrorism.

Finally, Judge Chertoff assured me
that he will maintain open lines of
communication with Congress so that
Congress can fulfill its constitutional
requirement to oversee whether, and
how well, the Department is imple-
menting the laws this body passes.

For all of these reasons and because
of his record of public service and his
candor during this confirmation proc-
ess, I will support Judge Chertoff’s
nomination to be America’s next Sec-
retary of Homeland Security. I look
forward to working with him to make
America safer in ways that are con-
sistent with our national values and
heritage, and I wish Judge Chertoff the
best of luck as he begins his important
new assignment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this
Senator from New Mexico has known
Mr. Chertoff for a long time. I have
been familiar with him professionally,
primarily when he was legal counsel
for a committee on which I served. In
that capacity, I got to know his profes-
sional qualities, his intellect, his care
in interpreting both the law and facts,
and I am absolutely positive that he is
going to make a superb head for this
very complicated Department of Home-
land Security.

Mr. Chertoff is a lawyer by trade and
a judge by promotion within the pro-
fession of advocacy. Now, regardless of
the profession or experiences of the
person nominated to this position,
there might have been some who asked:
Why not some other particular area of
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expertise? That could be asked in this
case. But I am quite sure that when
one looks at the myriad of problems
addressed by and the kind of intellect,
commitment, and most of all, integrity
that Judge Chertoff has, it is clear that
he is going to do a superb job on behalf
of our country and the safety of our
homeland.

My compliments to the President for
sending this nomination to the com-
mittee, headed by Senator COLLINS,
that reported him out quickly, and to
the Senate for overwhelmingly voting
for him today. I salute Judge Chertoff
and wish him the best. I hope he is able
to handle this job with the same Kkind
of excellence that he has handled all
the other jobs we have given him.

He has plenty of help, which he will
need. This is not a job he can do alone.
It is a very big agency, and I hope ev-
erybody who works there will be part
of his team as he works to make Home-
land Security operate in a way that is
efficient and good for our country and
for our people.

I yield the floor.

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, when
the time comes I intend to vote in
favor of Judge Chertoff’s nomination to
be Secretary of Homeland Security.
There is no position in government of
greater importance to the security of
our country and of my home State of
New York. And so I am glad that the
Senate has agreed to devote some time
to a discussion of the important issues
that the next Secretary of Homeland
Security will face.

Let me say at the outset that I have
some serious concerns about this nomi-
nation. These concerns have nothing to
do with Judge Chertoff’s personal abili-
ties: his professional and intellectual
qualifications are beyond question, as
is his commitment to public service.
Rather, my concerns are based on the
misguided and constitutionally infirm
policies that have been drafted by the
Department of Justice and imple-
mented by the Administration in its
prosecution of the war on terror and in
the conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq.
Judge Chertoff was a senior DOJ offi-
cial at the time that these policies
were created. Because he is being nomi-
nated to a position for which respect
for Constitutional and treaty obliga-
tions is especially important, his role
in the formation of these policies is
therefore worthy of careful scrutiny.

My primary concern relates to those
policies that have undercut and placed
our men and women in uniform in
greater danger and diminished our
standing in the international commu-
nity. I feel a particular personal obli-
gation as a member of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee to do my utmost to en-
sure that our government does not do
anything that unnecessarily puts our
troops in harm’s way, that diminishes
our standing among our allies, or that
blurs the values that distinguish us
from our depraved and nihilistic en-
emies.

The August 1, 2002 memo from the
Department of Justice’s Office of Legal
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Counsel, with its absurdly narrow defi-
nition of torture, is the most shocking
and well-known example of the admin-
istration’s attempt to radically weaken
this country’s commitment to treat all
prisoners and detainees humanely and
in accordance with international agree-
ments. Another oft-cited example is
Attorney General Gonzales’ January
2002 advice to President Bush that the
“war on terrorism’’ offers a ‘‘new para-
digm [that] renders obsolete’” the Ge-
neva Convention’s protections.

I am satisfied by Judge Chertoff’s
testimony that, as Assistant Attorney
General for the Criminal Division, he
did not provide legal advice that
strayed below the standard that is ex-
pected from senior members of the Jus-
tice Department. He testified that ex-
ecutive branch officials sought his
views on the practical application of
laws prohibiting torture and on specific
techniques. And he testified that tor-
ture is illegal and wrong and that he
does not believe that the definition of
torture in the August 1, 2002 OLC
memo is broad enough. He testified
that he told executive branch officials
to ‘““be sure that you have good faith
and you’ve operated diligently to make
sure what you are considering doing is
well within the law.” Regarding spe-
cific techniques, Judge Chertoff testi-
fied that, ‘I was not prepared to say to
people, to approve things in advance,
or to give people speculative opinions
that they might later take as some
kind of a license to do something.”

These responses suggest that Judge
Chertoff appreciates the importance of
upholding America’s long tradition of
treating prisoners humanely, and of re-
specting international agreements that
protect our men and women in uniform
as well as our standing in the inter-
national community. While I would
have preferred that Judge Chertoff had
argued his point to the administration
more forcefully, I am satisfied that he
did not actively promote these wrong-

headed, immoral, and counter-
productive policies.
Another important concern arises

from the Justice Department’s treat-
ment of more than 750 aliens detained
immediately following the attacks of
September 11. The department’s own
inspector general released a report in
2003 that acknowledged the ‘‘difficult
circumstances” in which the depart-
ment found itself, but concluded there
were ‘‘significant problems in the way
that the September 11 detainees were
treated.”” Among those problems were
significant delays in the FBI’s clear-
ance process, hindrances in access to
legal counsel, and verbal and physical
abuse of detainees. The report specifi-
cally finds that the Justice Depart-
ment, including Judge Chertoff, was
aware of the FBI's clearance problems
at the time. In fact, Judge Chertoff tes-
tified that he inquired with the FBI
about the clearance delays, but the
FBI's resources were ‘‘stretched.” The
inspector general found that the Jus-
tice Department should have done
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more once it learned of the detainee-re-
lated problems.

When asked about this report at his
confirmation hearing, Judge Chertoff
acknowledged that there were ‘‘imper-
fections” in the executive branch’s re-
sponse. He testified that he was un-
aware at the time of the hindrances in
detainees’ access to counsel, that he
was unaware of the verbal and physical
abuse, and that such mistreatment is
inappropriate and should not have hap-
pened. He also stated the importance of
learning from experience.

I am disappointed that Judge
Chertoff did not express greater regret
for the department’s role in the mis-
treatment of detainees, and that he did
not testify in detail as to the status of
the implementation of the inspector
general’s recommended 21 reforms.
Nonetheless, his responses to this line
of questioning are not, in my view, suf-
ficient to oppose his nomination. I
hope that Judge Chertoff will bring to
bear the lessons we have learned from
this experience and work to ensure ap-
propriate reforms are successfully car-
ried out.

After careful consideration, I am sat-
isfied by Judge Chertoff’s answers to
the Senate Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs Committee re-
garding his conduct at the Justice De-
partment. Despite the egregious
missteps the department made during
his tenure, I do not believe that his
performance there disqualifies him
from serving as the next Secretary of
the Department of Homeland Security.
And in view of his testimony and of his
exceptional record during his short
time on the Federal bench, I believe
that Judge Chertoff understands that
the next Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity must be both unflagging in his ef-
forts to protect us from terrorist at-
tack and steadfast in his respect for
our Constitutional order.

I also believe that Judge Chertoff has
a good understanding of the issues and
challenges facing the Department of
Homeland Security. Perhaps the big-
gest challenge awaiting him is the
taming of the enormous bureaucratic
tangle that is the current department.
If confirmed, Judge Chertoff will be-
come the head of a department that
was created via the integration of 22
separate agencies and 180,000 employ-
ees. These agencies and employees en-
gage in a wide range of activities re-
lated to securing the homeland, and
they need a steady and firm hand on
the tiller. They also need a creative
leader who can cut through bureau-
cratic entanglement and get things
done. As Secretary, Judge Chertoff’s
central task will be setting priorities
and getting a vast bureaucracy to work
efficiently and in a unified fashion.

I am hopeful Judge Chertoff’s well-
documented intellectual abilities and
his long experience as a public servant
will serve him well as he moves from
the role of Federal judge to the head of
such a large and demanding Depart-
ment. He pledged at his confirmation
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hearing to work ‘‘tirelessly’ to safe-
guard the nation. I hope he follows
through on that pledge in a variety of
areas of critical importance. He will
need to devote substantial energy and
political capital if he is to help this
still nascent Department develop to its
full potential and render all Americans
as safe and as secure in their liberties
as possible.

I am encouraged that Judge Chertoff
and I agree on a number of specific
challenges facing the Department of
Homeland Security. One of these
issues—Federal funding formulas for
state and local preparedness—is essen-
tial to protecting the homeland. I have
repeatedly called upon the administra-
tion and my colleagues to implement
threat-based homeland security fund-
ing, so that homeland security re-
sources go to the states and areas
where they are needed most. I have in-
troduced legislation in this regard and
even developed a specific homeland se-
curity formula for administration offi-
cials to consider.

The latest iteration of that proposal
is contained in my Domestic Defense
Fund Act of 2005, which I introduced on
the first legislative day of this Con-
gress. Modeled on the Community De-
velopment Block Grant program, the
Domestic Defense Fund of 2005 provides
$7 billion in annual funding to local
communities, States, and first respond-
ers. The act requires that all of that
funding be allocated using threat, risk,
and vulnerability-based criteria that
homeland security experts—including
the Homeland Security Independent
Task Force of the Council on Foreign
Relations, chaired by former Senators
Gary Hart and Warren Rudman, and
the National Commission on Terrorist
Attacks Upon the United States—have
long recommended.

I was heartened to hear Judge
Chertoff testify at his confirmation
hearing, that ‘I think we have to have
a formula for funding and a formula for
lending assistance to State and local
governments across the board that
takes account of the reality of
vulnerabilities and risks and making
sure that we’re making a fair alloca-
tion.” Judge Chertoff also stated this
view when I met with him. His un-
equivocal support for threat- and vul-
nerability-based funding is important
for New York, and for the nation.

Another issue on which Judge
Chertoff and I agree is the need for
greater sharing of terrorist-related in-
formation between and among Federal,
State, and local government agencies.
In the immediate aftermath of the 9/11
terrorist attacks, I worked with a num-
ber of my colleagues in the Senate on
a bi-partisan basis in focusing on this
need. As I noted in my remarks on the
passage of the Intelligence Reform and
Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004, the
sharing of critical intelligence infor-
mation is vitally important if we are to
win the War against terrorism. We
need to ensure that our front line sol-
ders in the war against terrorism here
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at home—our local communities and
our first responders—are as informed
as possible about any possible threat so
that they can do the best job possible
to protect all Americans. It is vital for
New York City and other local commu-
nities across New York State and the
Nation to receive accurate and timely
information from the department when
a potential threat emerges. It is equal-
ly important that local communities
on the front lines serve as valuable
sources of information for the Federal
Government.

I was pleased to learn that Judge
Chertoff testified at his confirmation
hearing that his personal experiences
as an Assistant United States Attor-
ney, a United States Attorney and as
head of the Criminal Division on Sep-
tember 11, give him a thorough appre-
ciation and respect for State and local
perspectives. In his testimony, he de-
scribed ‘‘negotiating cooperation with
our state and local government offi-
cials’ as one of ‘‘the central elements
of the war against terrorism. . . .” He
repeatedly referred to the need to work
in partnership with State and local
government.

I could not agree more. The Federal
Government cannot, and should not, go
it alone when it comes to securing the
homeland. States and local commu-
nities must be full partners. Much
more needs to be done, but Judge
Chertoff’s testimony demonstrates
that he understands the importance of
this area as a key to homeland secu-
rity.

I also find it encouraging that Judge
Chertoff testified that he is ‘‘acutely
aware’’ of the importance of allocating
resources to secure our ports. Needless
to say, having a secretary of homeland
security who understands the impor-
tance of the Port of New York and New
Jersey is likely to be a good thing for
New Yorkers, and for the entire coun-
try.

There has been little evidence to date
that administration is interested in
using a threat-based formula for allo-
cating resources. Indeed, in Fiscal Year
2004, when the Administration had the
opportunity to employ such a formula
in allocating funds under the State
Homeland Security Grant Program,
SHGP, and the Law Enforcement Ter-
rorism Prevention, LETP, grant pro-
gram, it affirmatively chose not to do
so, despite pleas from me and many
members of Congress on both sides of
the aisle. Again in Fiscal Year 2005,
there was no significant effort on the
part of the administration to use a
threat-based formula.

I wrote President Bush imploring
him to work with the House and Sen-
ate leadership on the issue of homeland
security funding, but language was in-
serted in the Fiscal Year 2005 Home-
land Security Appropriations Act to re-
quire that SHGP and LETP funds be al-
located in that fiscal year as the ad-
ministration chose to allocate funds in
Fiscal Year 2004, which, unfortunately,
was on the basis of population alone.
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Every homeland security expert I know
has said that this makes no sense. If
the terrorists are looking at things
such as the presence and vulnerability
of critical infrastructures as well as
population and population densities, so
should we.

This year, the administration is
again talking a good game on home-
land security grant formulas. The Fis-
cal Year 2006 budget request calls for
more than $1 billion in grants to States
for the purpose of enhancing capabili-
ties to prevent, deter, respond to and
recover from acts of terrorism, to be
allocated by the Secretary of Home-
land Security ‘‘based on risks, threats,
vulnerabilities, and unmet essential
capabilities,” with a 0.25 percent State
minimum. In addition, more than $1
billion would go for grants to urban
areas, for the same purpose, and on the
same basis—minus, of course, a State
minimum.

This is a step in the right direction,
but we need to allocate much more
funding for this purpose. Whether
through direct funding—which I con-
tinue to believe is the best way to dis-
burse homeland security funding to
many communities—or funding that is
sent to the states and passed through
to local communities, the Federal Gov-
ernment should be disbursing the
homeland security state and local
funds to communities according to a
threat- and vulnerability-based for-
mula.

In addition, my Domestic Defense
Fund Act makes it explicit that the
funding provided for in my proposed
legislation will not supplant or be in
lieu of funding for traditional first re-
sponders programs, such as the Com-
munity Oriented Policing Services,
COPS, program and the Assistance to
Fire Fighters, FIRE, Act program.
These Federal programs have proven
successful in helping first responders
perform traditional functions, such as
fighting crime and responding to fires.

Unfortunately, the Fiscal Year 2006
budget request seeks to cut or elimi-
nate a number of these essential first
responder programs. Under the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget, funding for the
COPS program is reduced from $379
million to $118 million nationally,
which comes on top of previous years’
cuts for the COPS program, which once
received more than $1.5 billion in fund-
ing. And absolutely no funding is pro-
posed for the COPS Universal Hiring
Program, the COPS MORE program,
COPS in Schools program, or the COPS
Interoperable Communications Tech-
nology Program.

The Fiscal Year 2006 budget request
also proposes no funding for the Ed-
ward Byrne Memorial Justice Assist-
ance Grant program, named after a
New York City police officer killed in
the line of duty, and the Local Law En-
forcement Block Grant program. These
programs in the past have provided
states and local governments with Fed-
eral funds to support efforts to reduce
crime and increase public safety, such
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as enhancing security measures around
schools, establishing or supporting
drug courts, and preventing violent
and/or drug-related crime.

I find that shameful, especially as
our fire fighters, police officers, emer-
gency service workers and other first
responders continue to be on the front
lines of our nation’s homeland defense.
It is imperative that Judge Chertoff, if
confirmed, stand by his philosophy of
risk-based allocation and appreciation
for the role of state and local partners
when he prepares his department’s
budget in coming years.

In fact, the outcome of a number of
homeland security imperatives will de-
pend to a significant extent on Judge
Chertoff’s willingness to fight hard
during the budget process. A good ex-
ample of this is the addition of new
border patrol agents mandated in the
recently enacted Intelligence Reform
and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004.
If the goals of this legislation are real-
ized, the security of the northern bor-
der would be improved, a result I have
worked for since 2001. Among many
provisions, the act calls for an increase
of at least 10,000 border patrol agents
from Fiscal Years 2006 through 2010,
many of whom will be dedicated spe-
cifically to our northern border. And
yet the FYO06 budget request did not
come close to seeking the 2,000 new
border patrol agents authorized for this
year. Judge Chertoff must be willing to
fight hard for full funding of this and
other programs essential to the depart-
ment’s mission.

I appreciate that Judge Chertoff un-
derstands the critical importance of se-
curing chemical facilities. There are
hundreds of chemical plants in the
United States where a terrorist attack
could threaten more than 100,000 Amer-
icans with exposure to toxic chemicals.
This is a homeland security wvulner-
ability that has been recognized by
many, yet we still have no mandatory
Federal standards for chemical plants,
and the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity lacks authority to put such stand-
ards in place. Until Congress provides
the department with such authority,
Americans will continue to rely on vol-
untary security measures at chemical
plants, which have been repeatedly
shown to be lax.

I believe that the best solution to
this problem would be to enact the
Chemical Security Act that I have
sponsored with Senator CORZINE. How-
ever, in order to pass this or other
chemical plant security legislation, we
will need stronger support from the ad-
ministration and from the Secretary of
Homeland Security than we have had
in the past. That is why I was encour-
aged by Judge Chertoff’s testimony
that he is aware of the significant risk
of that sector based on his personal ex-
perience. He also testified that ‘‘the
Federal Government needs to be able
to use a whole range of tools to bring
the industry up to an appropriate
standard’” and that ‘‘the President has
indicated that he supports, if nec-
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essary, the use of authorities to require
chemical companies to come up to cer-
tain standards, with appropriate pen-
alties if they don’t do so.”

Thus, on balance, my personal ex-
change with Judge Chertoff—and the
testimony he gave during his confirma-
tion hearing—speak of his commitment
to threat- and vulnerability-based
funding, his keen awareness of other
vital homeland security issues for New
Yorkers, and his intent to work tire-
lessly. He is from New Jersey and
knows the homeland security needs of
the region from personal experience.
Ultimately, his roots in the region, his
personal experiences, and his expres-
sions of commitment to policies that
are essential to the security of New
Yorkers, are decisive factors in my de-
cision to vote to confirm.

One of the lessons we have learned
since September 11 is that constant
vigilance is required of the Congress;
oversight and accountability must be
our watch words. Oversight requires us
to demand that the rule of law be re-
spected by the executive branch, and
that we do not countenance the flout-
ing of the law or of treaties. It requires
us to hold the executive branch truly
accountable for its actions. If we have
learned anything since that September
day in 2001, particularly with respect
to this administration, it is the time-
less truth that ‘‘eternal vigilance is the
price of liberty.”

It has been said before, but it bears
repeating—our Nation faces a new kind
of challenge to our way of life. I have
no doubt we will overcome this chal-
lenge, but it will only be overcome
through maintaining and strength-
ening our civil society and our commit-
ment to being a force for decency and
respect for law in the world.

Judge Chertoff testified that, as Sec-
retary, he will ‘‘be mindful of the need
to reconcile the imperatives of security
with the preservation of liberty and
privacy.”” 1 agree that one of the cen-
tral dilemmas of our time is balancing
security with liberty and privacy. As
the 9/11 Commission said, ‘‘Our history
has shown us that insecurity threatens
liberty. Yet, if our liberties are cur-
tailed, we lose the values that we are
struggling to defend.” I believe that
Judge Chertoff is professionally quali-
fied to be Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity, and that he understands and re-
spects the values that the Secretary
works to defend. Therefore, I will be
voting in favor of his confirmation.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I thank
Judge Michael Chertoff for having the
courage to take on the challenging
tasks of leading the Department of
Homeland Security. He is an ideal
nominee for this position, and I look
forward to working with him and other
department officials to ensure that we
have the best possible border and port
security, cyber security, and efficient
distribution of DHS resources and per-
sonnel.

There are several issues that we need
to address in the short term, particu-
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larly in the areas of state homeland se-
curity grants and cyber security.

For the last 4 years, the Department
of Homeland Security has provided bil-
lions of dollars throughout the country
to prevent, prepare for, and respond to
acts of terrorism. There are several ef-
fective first responder grant programs
that have raised our nation’s overall
level of preparedness and ability to
react to all manner of disasters.

However, many of the funds distrib-
uted to states and local Governments
have been allocated by formulas that
fail to take into consideration actual
needs or are not based on real risks of
terrorism. It is time that Congress re-
examine the methods of distributing
these critical preparedness funds. In
order to adequately secure the nation
against terrorist attacks, the Federal
Government must strategically dis-
tribute grants to states and local gov-
ernments in an efficient manner and to
the places where they will be most ef-
fective. Congress must take the lead in
reforming the system for distributing
these funds based on actual threats and
vulnerabilities and enable Federal
agencies to target critical gaps in state
and local terrorism prevention and pre-
paredness capabilities.

We know that terrorists seek to
strike the U.S. where it will do the
most damage, either in terms of Amer-
ican lives or our country’s economy
and vital assets. Of course, we should
make sure that our population centers
are protected, but that does not mean
that funds should only go to urban
areas. When it comes to protecting our
economy and vulnerable critical infra-
structure, we need to be mindful of pro-
tecting all the vital components of
these systems. Taking the U.S. food
supply as an example, this would mean
securing both up and down stream
components, from agriculture and food
production systems to the ports that
ship products in and out of the coun-
try.

By targeting terrorism preparedness
funds to the communities and compo-
nents of the economy that are most at
risk, the whole country benefits.

And looking beyond traditional ter-
rorism preparedness, in this age of the
Internet and globally interconnected
computer systems, securing the Na-
tion’s borders no longer includes just
land, air and sea, but also cyberspace.
As a result, it is critical that the fed-
eral government provide strong leader-
ship in cyber security by securing its
computer systems and adequately safe-
guarding key components in our na-
tional infrastructure—including the
systems the country relies upon that
link water, utility, communications,
transportation and financial networks.

I am encouraged that Judge Chertoff,
has committed to closely examining
the agency’s role in cyber security to
ensure it is doing everything possible
in this critical mission. Toward that
goal, we should elevate the issue of
cyber security within the agency and
create the position of Assistant Sec-
retary of Cyber Security.
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We made important strides toward
making America safer with the re-
cently enacted Intelligence Reform
Bill, but we cannot claim to have fin-
ished the job of improving our intel-
ligence capability and homeland secu-
rity until we deal comprehensively
with the need for enhanced cyber secu-
rity. An organized cyber attack would
disrupt national security, halt the pro-
duction and distribution of needed
goods and services, and threaten the
very fabric of our Nation’s economy.

Unfortunately, cyber security is an
area that tends to be overlooked in the
discussion of homeland security. First
responders to a cyber security attack
on America have far different needs
and functions than traditional first re-
sponders. They require a clear and visi-
ble leadership within DHS to organize
and maintain our security. Given the
dynamic and ever-expanding threats in
the area of cyber security, an Assistant
Secretary of Cyber Security will pro-
vide DHS with an enhanced ability to
interact, influence, and coordinate tar-
geted cyber security missions across
all areas of our infrastructure.

The effort to secure our nation will
not be complete until all aspects of
vulnerability to terrorists are recog-
nized. This is true for all our national
borders; on land, air, sea, and cyber
space. Recognizing that threat is an
important step, but we must now make
every effort to prevent the threat from
becoming a crippling reality.

I am proud to vote for Judge
Chertoff. He has well-deserved bipar-
tisan support, and I am confident he
will be able to do the job. As Assistant
Attorney General for the Criminal Di-
vision of the U.S. Department of Jus-
tice, he worked tirelessly following the
September 11th attacks, prosecuting
those whose specific goal was to Kkill in-
nocent citizens in New York, Virginia
and elsewhere in this country. I look
forward to working alongside him on
these critical issues, and I am sure he
will bring courage and commitment to
the serious tasks at hand.

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, the
Constitution provides the Senate with
a responsibility to evaluate Presi-
dential nominations. This is a responsi-
bility that I take very seriously be-
cause the Senate’s role ensures strong
leadership at the very highest levels of
the Federal Government.

Today, the Senate considers the nom-
ination of Judge Michael Chertoff to be
Secretary of the Department of Home-
land Security. Leading the Department
of Homeland Security is not an easy
job, and requires an individual with
tireless dedication, unending persever-
ance, and strong leadership.

The Senate Committee on Homeland
Security and Governmental Affairs, led
by Chairman COLLINS and ranking
member LIEBERMAN, conducted a thor-
ough examination of Judge Chertoffs
record, and I support the committee’s
recommendation to endorse his nomi-
nation.

The Secretary of the Department of
Homeland Security is tasked with a se-
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rious responsibility—leading our coun-
try’s unified effort to secure America
and protect the homeland from ter-
rorist attacks. To take this job, Judge
Chertoff has walked away from a life-
time appointment to third circuit, a
position for which I supported him. I
commend him for embracing this new
responsibility and answering the call of
the President and of all American citi-
zZens.

In the wake of the attacks on Sep-
tember 11, our Nation was confronted
with a challenge to revamp our home-
land security posture and adopt a stra-
tegic plan to defend America from
global threat of terrorism. Many of our
efforts to strengthen homeland secu-
rity have been successful, and were
long overdue. But there are critical
networks and infrastructure that need
additional attention to reduce their
vulnerability to terrorist attacks, such
as: our food supply, telecommuni-
cations and financial networks, rail
transportation infrastructure, and
chemical facilities.

In Washington State, we have looked
to the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity to assist us in preparing our first
responders and providing them with
the financial, training, and informa-
tion resources they need to meet new
security requirements. I would urge
Judge Chertoff to continue to work
closely with local first responders from
my state who are on the front lines of
ensuring that Washington’s ports, bor-
ders, and critical infrastructure are se-
cure.

I am confident that Judge Chertoff
will be confirmed today. I am eager to
begin working with him to continue to
improve the security of Washington
State and all of America’s homeland.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today the
Senate will complete the consideration
of the nomination of Michael Chertoff
to head the Department of Homeland
Security.

Judge Chertoff currently serves as a
Federal judge on the Court of Appeals
for the Third Circuit. This is a lifetime
appointment that he has held for a rel-
atively short time and that he will be
abandoning to return to executive
branch service. I helped expedite and
voted in favor of Judge Chertoff when
his nomination to the third circuit
came to the Senate in 2003.

Before that he was the Assistant At-
torney General in charge of the Crimi-
nal Division at the Department of Jus-
tice. I helped expedite and voted in
favor of that nomination in 2001.

I have worked with Mike Chertoff
and appreciate his background as a
prosecutor. He is very capable. He
works hard. What one sees when you
consider his career is that much of the
time he acts as a consummate profes-
sional in our best tradition. Although
there have been times when he has
shown partisanship in an apparent ef-
fort to ‘‘earn his spurs’” with those on
the extreme right, it is my hope and
expectation that he will bring his bet-
ter angels with him as he embarks on
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his new role as Secretary of the Office
of Homeland Security. That is not a
position that needs or deserves even a
hint of partisanship. Indeed, one of the
moments that marred Secretary
Ridge’s tenure was when he stepped out
of character to make a blatantly par-
tisan pitch during the run-up to the re-
cent presidential election.

I was astonished when President
Bush announced that he had chosen
Bernie Kerik to replac